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Week Ending Friday, June 23, 2000

Interview With Rebecca Rankin of
VH1 in New York City

June 16, 2000

“VH1 Save The Music”

Ms. Rankin. “VH1 Save The Music,”
you've been involved for a while. When did
you first hear about the program, and why
did it draw you?

The President. Well, I'm trying to re-
member whether I first heard about it from
my wife or whether I read something about
it. But I actually wrote a letter to John Sykes
because I was so excited about what they
were doing. I had been in school music when
I was a young person, starting at the age of
9. And I had been really, really upset about
all these schools dropping their music pro-
grams when I was Governor. And Hillary and
I redid the school standards in Arkansas. We
tried very hard to protect the music programs
and the arts programs and the physical edu-
cation programs for the people who weren't
in team sports. And so I realized that all over
the country these schools were under more
and more financial pressure, and they
thought that maybe the path of least resist-
ance was just to get rid of the music pro-
grams. And so here was someone trying to
do something about it. I was just thrilled, and
I wanted to help.

Ms. Rankin. Very cool. Growing up—I
know, I've watched a lot of tapes on you.
We did “Rock and Roll President” a while
back with you.

The President. Yes, in 1992. I loved it.

Ms. Rankin. Exactly. They gave me a copy
of that. Music education was really important
to you, obviously, growing up

The President. Really important.

Ms. Rankin. and music was really im-
portant. Looking at where you are now, argu-
ably one of the most important people on
the planet, what did music education do for
you, and how has it come to play in your
life now?

The President. Well, first of all, it gave
me an outlet for all this energy I had. It gave
me a constructive way to be creative. It also
taught me discipline, and it taught me that
to create something beautiful required hard
work and discipline. It taught me how to
be—to create alone, and also how to work
with a group, in a band, a jazz band or a
combo. And it made me happy. I mean, it
just made me happy. It’s such a wonderful—
when I was a kid and I'd have a tough time,
as long as I could play, I could always be
okay. I could just be in a private place. And
it fueled my imagination. And it gave me an
appreciation of things in life that has stayed
with me to the present day.

I can still go in my music room that Hillary
built me upstairs in the White House and
play for 15 or 20 minutes, and all the cares
of the world go away.

Congressional Resolution on Music
Education

Ms. Rankin. Very nice. So you guys have
got to remember that when you're playing.
Mr. Clinton said it.

Let’s talk about, there was a resolution
passed in Congress a few days ago, unani-
mous resolution saying that music education
was extremely important. Why is it so impor-
tant that this was passed, and what’s it going
to do in the future?

The President. Well, I think it was impor-
tant that it was passed because it shows that
the Representatives of the people of both
parties have now—are acknowledging that
it’s important, and it's a problem because
there are so many schools that don’t offer
it anymore. And I think it will tend to in-
crease public awareness of this, public sup-
port for maintaining the music programs.

The President’s Advisory Commission on
Music and the Arts did a study a couple of
years ago, and Hillary was the honorary chair
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of the committee. They found that local pres-
sure, parental involvement, community in-
volvement was the single most important fac-
tor in either keeping or restoring music pro-
grams to the schools. And so I think that’s
why it matters.

I think also, though, the Congress and the
President have a responsibility to keep put-
ting as much money out there to the schools
to pay for their other expenses as possible—
the buildings, the teachers to have smaller
classes—so the schools will have the money
they need for the music programs.

But, you know, there’s lots and lots of re-
search on this now which shows that if a good
school music program increases academic
performance, that a lot of young people learn
in different ways and are dramatically stimu-
lated by music. So that’s another reason we
ought to be for this. It actually will help the
overall learning enterprise.

Ms. Rankin. Yes. That’s an important
point because I think everybody thinks of it
as just an art, and it stops there

The President. Not true.

“VH1 Save The Music”

Ms. Rankin.
carries through.

We've had a lot of artists helping us this
week with “VH1 Save The Music” week and
the “Today Show.” Mariah Carey was out
yesterday; A.J. McLean from the Backstreet
Boys; the Goo Goo Dolls. Today we have
Bon Jovi playing at the “Today Show” in
Rockefeller Center. Are you a Bon Jovi fan?

The President. I love Bon Jovi. I really—
I think he’s great. I'm a music fan of his.
I like his acting. He’s doing very well in the
movies now. And he’s a marvelous young
man. He’s been to the White House to visit
Hillary and me on several occasions. He’s
really—he’s a very nice man. And I'm
pleased for his success, and I'm grateful that
he’s helping today.

Ms. Rankin. What does it say to the public
to have such important sort of star power be-
hind a program like “VH1 Save The Music?”

The President. Well, I hope that it in-
creases the public’s awareness. I hope it says,
hey, this is really important. I mean, these
people could all be doing something else.
And T hope it says to them, if all these people

and it’s culture and it
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who do music for a living think it’s important
for all our kids to have access to music,
maybe it is.

Ms. Rankin. All right. These guys—do
you go to this school, P.S. 967

Audience members. Yes.

Ms. Rankin. All right, so the program and
what’s happening with the New York City
school boards and public education, and
music and what’s going on here today—can
you talk a little bit about what’s being pre-
sented today and what’s going to

The President. Yes. If you look at these
students here, VH1 has given them these in-
struments. So they’re going to start a music
program. Now, just a couple of years ago,
this school had one of the worst perform-
ances in New York. And they've gone from
having 80 percent of their kids not read at
grade level to having three-quarters of their
kids read at or above grade level in only 2
years. So they want this school to be one of
the best schools in New York.

They have a school uniform policy, as you
see, which is a very positive thing, I think.
And now they want a music program. And
what they know is not only will these children
learn music and they’ll enjoy it; it will further
increase the academic performance of this
school.

So I think they’re all excited about it, and
theyre all proud of their school—aren’t you?

Audience members. Yes.

Ms. Rankin. It's just kind of exciting to
have President Clinton here, too, right? Oh,
yes, just a little.

Audience member. An honor.

Ms. Rankin. An honor. A big honor.

One last thing. TV moments, music mo-
ments on television—what stands out in your
mind as a huge one growing up, present day?

The President. When the Beatles were on
Ed Sullivan. When Elvis Presley was on Ed
Sullivan. I think those two things, when I was
very young, made a big impression on me.

Ms. Rankin. Cool. All right. Thank you
very much. I think you have to go back down-
stairs. So—[laughter]—these are things I
can't see, but I think my 5 minutes are up.

Thank you so much. It was such an honor.

The President. Thank you.

NOTE: The interview began at 8:40 a.m. in Class-
room 200 at the Joseph C. Lanzetta School (Public
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School 96) and was videotaped for later broadcast.
In his remarks, the President referred to John
Sykes, president, VH1. This item was not received
in time for publication in the appropriate issue.

Letter to Congressional Leaders
Reporting on the Deployment of
United States Military Personnel as
Part of the Kosovo International
Security Force

June 16, 2000

Dear Mr. Speaker:  (Dear Mr. President:)

In my report to the Congress of December
15, 1999, I provided information on the de-
ployment of combat-equipped U.S. military
personnel as the U.S. contribution to the
NATO-led security force (KFOR) in Kosovo.
Additional U.S. personnel are also deployed
in countries in the region and serve as sup-
port for our forces in Kosovo. I am providing
this supplemental report, consistent with the
War Powers Resolution, to help ensure that
the Congress is kept fully informed on con-
tinued U.S. contributions in support of
peacekeeping efforts in Kosovo.

The U.N. Security Council authorized
member states to establish the international
security presence in Kosovo in U.N. Security
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1244 of June
10, 1999, for an initial period of 12 months,
to continue thereafter unless the Security
Council decides otherwise. The mission of
KFOR is to provide a military presence in
order to deter renewed hostilities; verify and,
if necessary, enforce the terms of the Military
Technical Agreement (MTA) between
NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (FRY); enforce the terms of the agree-
ment of the former Kosovo Liberation Army
(KLA) to demilitarize and reintegrate itself
into civil society; provide operational direc-
tion to the Kosovo Protection Corps; and
maintain a safe and secure environment to
facilitate the work of the U.N. Interim Ad-
ministration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) by
providing, until UNMIK or appropriate local
organizations assume these functions, for
public safety and order and border moni-
toring.

Currently, the U.S. contribution to KFOR
in Kosovo is approximately 7,500 U.S. mili-
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tary personnel. This number once again will
decrease to approximately 6,000 U.S. military
personnel when ongoing troop rotations are
completed. In the last 6 months, all 19
NATO nations and 20 others, including Rus-
sia and Ukraine, have provided military per-
sonnel and other support personnel to
KFOR.

In Kosovo, the U.S. forces are assigned to
a sector principally centered around Gnjilane
in the eastern portion of Kosovo. For U.S.
KFOR forces, as for KFOR generally, main-
taining a safe and secure environment is the
primary military task. United States forces
conduct security patrols in urban areas and
in the countryside throughout their sector.
Approximately one-half of KFOR’s total
available personnel is directly committed to
protection tasks, including protection of the
ethnic minorities. The KFOR forces are
under NATO command and control and
rules of engagement.

In addition, other U.S. military personnel
are deployed to other countries in the region
to serve in administrative and logistics sup-
port roles for the U.S. forces in KFOR. Spe-
cifically, approximately 1,000 U.S. military
personnel are operating in support of KFOR
in Macedonia, Greece, and Albania.

Since my report to the Congress of De-
cember 15, in accordance with UNSCR 1244
and the MTA, FRY military, paramilitary,
and police forces have not reentered Kosovo.
The KLA agreed on June 21, 1999, to a cease
fire, to withdraw from the zones of conflict
in Kosovo, and to demilitarize itself. On Sep-
tember 20, 1999, KFOR Commander Lieu-
tenant General Sir Mike Jackson accepted
the KLA’s certification that the KLA had
completed its demilitarization in accordance
with the June 21 agreement. The UNMIK
thereafter established a civil emergency serv-
ices entity known as the Kosovo Protection
Corps that is intended to provide civic assist-
ance in emergencies and other forms of hu-
manitarian assistance.

The UNMIK has made progress in estab-
lishing an interim administration for the peo-
ple of Kosovo. The KFOR, within its means
and capabilities, is providing broad support
to UNMIK. As UNMIK is still developing
its structures in Kosovo, KFOR continues to
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support UNMIK at all levels, including pub-
lic administration, and is represented at the
Kosovo Transitional Council and the Joint
Civil Commissions. The KFOR personnel
provide a security presence in towns, villages,
and the countryside. Checkpoints and patrols
are organized in key areas in Kosovo to pro-
vide security, resolve disputes, and help in-
still in the community a feeling of con-
fidence. In addition, KFOR is helping to pro-
vide assistance in the areas of humanitarian
relief, international civil police training, and
the maintenance of civic works resources.

Ethnic tensions in Kosovo, however, re-
main a concern, particularly in areas where
Kosovar Serbs and Kosovar Albanians live in
close proximity.

NATO has planned for KFOR’s mission
to be formally reviewed at 6-month intervals
with a view to progressively reducing the
force’s presence and, eventually, with-
drawing. Over time, KFOR will incremen-
tally transfer its security and policing respon-
sibilities as appropriate to the international
civil administration, local institutions, and
other organizations.

I have taken these actions pursuant to my
constitutional authority to conduct U.S. for-
eign relations and as Commander in Chief
and Chief Executive. I appreciate the contin-
ued support of the Congress in these actions.

Sincerely,

William J. Clinton

NoOTE: Identical letters were sent to J. Dennis
Hastert, Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and Strom Thurmond, President pro tempore of
the Senate. This item was not received in time
for publication in the appropriate issue.

Remarks at a Reception for
Representative Edolphus Towns
in New York City

June 16, 2000

Well, thank you very much. I, too, want
to thank LaDane and Ed Bergassi and the
McGoverns for making this possible. And
Bronx Borough President Freddy Ferrer, I'm
delighted to see you in here. We've been
friends a long time now. And I'm very glad
to be here for Ed and Gwen. You know, he
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was asking for that empowerment zone. I
started to tell him, “Ed, that’s what fund-
raisers are, empowerment zones for politi—
cians.” [Laughter]

We also have Jim McManus here, who is
the president of the Manhattan Democratic
Club, thank you for coming; and a lot of other
people who have been active in public affairs
in New York a long time. Let me just say,
I'm honored to be here for Ed. I like this
guy, and he has been with me for a very long
time. I just reminded him that in January
of 1992, when I had been a candidate for
President for about 3 months, 90 days, at a
time when only my mother felt I could be
elected—[laughter]—I spent Martin Luther
King’s birthday in his district going to Thom-
as Jefferson High School.

And I remember what it was like. There
was the sense that these kids really weren’t
sure anybody cared about them. A young
person had just been shot in the school a
week before; the circumstances were heart-
breaking and tragic. He took me there. He
wanted me to see those kids. He wanted me
to hear their stories. He wanted me to talk
to the people. He thought it would be good
for me, and he thought I needed to represent
his people if I intended to be President. And
I thought I needed to go.

Do you remember—at the time, I was ter-
ribly naive. President Bush was still referring
to me as the Governor of a small, southern
State. And I was so naive, I thought it was
a compliment. [Laughter] Truth is, I still do.
[Laughter] And what do you know? Now I'm
a New Yorker—[laughter]—and I like that.

I want to thank you, Ed, for what you said
about the empowerment zones. It’s one of
the things we did in our economic plan in
1993; it passed by one vote. As Vice President
Gore says, whenever he votes, we win. So
we had a tie vote. He broke the tie; we passed
the economic plan. The deficit came down.
Interest rates came down. The economy took
off. The rest is history.

But one of the things that was in that eco-
nomic plan—that, I might add, got no votes
from the other party—was the provision for
empowerment zones, to give incentives for



Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000 / June 16

people to invest in poor areas and neighbor-
hoods that weren’t participating in the main-
stream economy. I want to say more about
that in a moment.

But tonight I want you to think about this
election, just for a minute. Let’s be serious
just for a minute. I won't talk long, but I
want you to think about it because somebody
might ask you why you came here. And you
ought to have an answer.

I think the election of 2000 is just as im-
portant as the elections of "96 and '92. It’s
hard for me to say, since it’s the first time
I won't be on the ballot in over 25 years.
[Laughter] Why is that? Why do I believe
that? Because I think what a country does
with its great times can be as stern a test
of its judgment and character as what a coun-
try does in the face of adversity.

You know, in "92, I'm very grateful—the
State of New York gave me and Hillary and
Al and Tipper Gore an enormous vote in "92,
an even bigger one in "96, and I'm very grati-
fied. But after all, the country was in trouble
in '92. So people said, “Well, you know,
maybe this kid is a Governor of a small,
southern State, but we’re in trouble. Let’s
take a chance.”

Now, I've done everything I could for 7%
years to turn this country around, to move
it in the right direction, to get the economy
going, to build one America, to reach across
the racial and other lines that divide us, to
deal with the crime issue, the welfare issue,
the environmental issue, the health care
issue, to do these things seriously, to make
America a good friend and neighbor to the
rest of the world.

So what are we going to do with the long-
est expansion in history? What are we goin
to do with the first 3 years of back-to-back
surpluses in anybody’s memory? What are we
going to do with the virtual certainty that
we'll have surpluses for another 10 or 15
years now? What do you want to do with
that? That’s really what this election is all
about.

And the person who wins the Presidency
and the party that wins the House and makes
progress in the Senate races will depend
upon what the American people think the
election is about. Very often the answer to
a question depends on what the question is.
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Now, what I think we ought to be doing
is saying, “Hey, this won'’t last forever, and
we’re not going to blow it; we're going to
make the most of it, to build the future of
our dreams for our children. We're going to
take on the big problems that are still out
there. We're going to seize the biggest oppor-
tunity that is there before us. We're going
to do big, important things.” That’s what I
think we ought to do.

I think we ought to make a commitment
to keep the economy going, to keep paying
down the debt, and to give economic oppor-
tunity to all the neighborhoods that have
been left behind. That’s what my new mar-
kets initiative is all about. I want to give peo-
ple like you, who can afford to come to this
fundraiser, the same financial incentives to
invest in poor areas in America we give you
to invest in poor areas in Latin America and
Africa and Asia today.

I think we ought to make a commitment
to eliminate poverty among children in work-
ing families, and to do more to help families
balance work and family, with child care and
with health care initiatives that working peo-
ple can afford for their families. I think we
ought to do more to guarantee excellence in
education to all of our kids and access to col-
lege to everybody who gets out of high
school. That's what I think. You may not
agree with any of this. You have to decide.

I think we ought to do more to roll back
the tide of climate change—it’s going to
change life for New Yorkers dramatically in
the next 30 years if we don’t do it for all
America—and to prove that you can keep
cleaning up the environment and growing
the economy. I think we ought to do more
to build one America across all the lines that
divide us. I think we ought to pass hate
crimes legislation. I think we ought to pass
employment and nondiscrimination legisla-
tion. I think that we ought to do these things.

I think we ought to do more to be a force
for peace and freedom and decency around
the world. I don’t think we ought to make
the U.N. practically beg us just to pay our
dues that we owe. We're honored to have
the U.N. It’s headquartered in New York.
We get a lot out of it. It's a great source
of prestige for our country. Every time the



1390

U.N. sends a peacekeeping mission some-
where, it’s a place we don’t have to send
American soldiers. And I think it’s awful that
some in our Congress act like they're doing
the world a favor when they pay what we
owe to the United Nations. That’s what I
think. And I think we ought to be a better
partner and look for more opportunities to
work with and through other people in the
years ahead. But you've got to decide what
you think.

I think we ought to do more to meet the
challenge of the aging of America. I'm the
oldest baby boomer. When all of us baby
boomers retire, there will only be two people
working—[laughter|—for every one person
on Social Security. Now, there will be more
than two people working—Ilaughter]—but
there will only be two people working for
every one person on Social Security. So what
are we going to do?

Well, we can have more people on Social
Security working; that’s why we lifted the
earnings limit on Social Security this year—
a good thing we all did together, with the
Republicans and the Democrats.

I think we ought to preserve Medicare and
add a prescription drug benefit. If we started
a Medicare program today for seniors, we
would never have one without drugs—ever.
But in 1965, when Medicare was established,
being old was a very different thing. First
of all, everybody who lives to be 65 in Amer-
ica today has got a life expectancy of 83.
Some of you younger people here, who are
still having children, will give birth to chil-
dren whose life expectancy, once we decode
the human gene, will be nearly 100.

And I think when we know that pharma-
ceuticals more and more will keep us alive,
let us live longer and let us live better, to
have a Medicare program without a program
that is affordable for all of our seniors I think
is crazy. So I think it’s a big deal. Now, that’s
what I think it’s about.

The other point I want to make to you
is, there are big differences between the par-
ties—legitimate. Second point, all the Re-
publicans opposed my economic plan in "93.
They said it would be bad. Well, 22 million
jobs later, and we've got the longest eco-
nomic expansion in history. This is not an
argument. We were right, and they were
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wrong. Now, their argument is, “Okay, we’ve
got a good economy; let's go give all this
money away in a big tax cut again.”

You have to decide. It's very appealing.
You might think this thing is so strong, no-
body can mess it up, and you'd like to have
the extra cash. Our position is harder to take.
Our position is, we want a tax cut, but not
as big as theirs because we think we still need
money to educate our kids, and we think we
need money to meet our other commitments,
and we think we ought to keep paying this
debt down. We're for a minimum wage;
they're against it. We think we ought to have
a more aggressive environmental program;
they think we ought to relax our environ-
mental efforts. There are real differences.

We think we ought to do more to help
the cities; by and large, they disagree. The
only area where we've got just a chance to
have a bipartisan agreement is to give incen-
tives for people who invest in the poor areas
of urban and rural America, and I'm hoping
and praying we get it. There are big dif-
ferences.

So number one, mistakes are high. Num-
ber two, there are big differences. Here is
the third, most important point: They hope
you won't think there are very big differences
on election day. So there’s a lot of nice talk
and kind of bumping and hugging going
along here in these elections.

For example, there was a big story in the
press today about how the Republicans had
hired pollsters to teach them how to talk
about the importance of providing prescrip-
tion drugs, to teach them the words—say,
you know, “We could lose the Congress over
this, because we're not really for giving all
these seniors prescription drugs.” So they
hired pollsters to tell them the words to say
to convince you that they are for it. And
they’re nice words. I would like to say some
of those words. I have said some of those
words.

But there is a big difference. They don’t
believe that all seniors should get the help.
They believe that we should subsidize, with
tax money, insurance policies that even the
insurance companies—l’ve got to give them
this; I fought with them for 7 years—but
even the health insurance companies say they
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cannot offer policies at affordable prices that
real people will buy.

So the Republican plan does not offer our
seniors a chance to get prescription drug cov-
erage—like he wants—Ed Towns—badly.

Now, you need to think about this. I mean,
youre here for him, and we couldn’t beat
him with a stick of dynamite with this one.
But it’s important that you understand that
every one of these elections matters. And I'm
not on the ballot. I've done everything I
could do to turn this country around.

I talked to a gentleman the other day who
said, for a lame duck, I was still quacking
pretty loudly. [Laughter] I'm doing all I know
to do. But I want you to think about this.

I want you to remember, number one,
we've got the chance of a lifetime; what are
we going to do with it? I think we ought to
be dealing with the big issues, big opportuni-
ties, big challenges. Number two, there are
real differences between the two parties—
honest—we don’t have to say anything bad
about the Republicans. I don’t like all this.
They're just differences. But number three,
they hope you won’t understand how deep
those differences are, because most folks
agree with us.

Now, those are the things I want you to
remember. So if somebody asks you how
come you came, say, “I like Ed Towns; he’s
been a good Congressman. He’s fighting to
deal with the things that we ought to deal
with, and I'm determined not to blow the
greatest chance America has ever had to
build the future of our dreams for our chil-
dren. And I know there are differences, and
I'm going to go vote based on what I think
is right.”

Thank you, and God bless you.

NoTE: The President spoke at 8:15 p.m. at Trump
Towers. In his remarks, he referred to event co-
chairs LaDane Williamson, Ed Bergassi, and
Kevin and Lisa McGovern; James R. McManus,
district leader, McManus Midtown Democratic
Association; and Representative Towns’ wife,
Gwendolyn. This item was not received in time
for publication in the appropriate issue.
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The President’s Radio Address
June 17, 2000

Good morning. Tomorrow America pauses
to honor the countless contributions and ob-
ligations of fatherhood. When I think back
on all the titles I've held—from attorney gen-
eral of Arkansas to Governor to President—
none of them comes close in importance and
in fulfillment to the simple title of father.

Fatherhood is one of the great blessings
of life and also one of the greatest challenges
any man can have, especially at a time when
it’s becoming more and more difficult to bal-
ance the pressures of work and family.

Today I want to share some evidence with
you about the critical role fathers play in their
children’s lives, and I want to talk about our
obligation as a nation to help more fathers
provide both the emotional and the financial
support their children need.

We've known for a long time now that stu-
dents do better in school and later in life
when their parents are more actively involved
in their learning. But over the years, parent
involvement often has meant mothers’ in-
volvement. This assumption misses the im-
portance of fathers. Research now confirms
that involvement of both parents in a child’s
education makes a positive difference, and
that father involvement during infancy and
early childhood also contributes to a child’s
emotional security and enhances problem-
solving in math and verbal skills.

In fact, one study showed that the chances
of a child getting mostly A’s increased by over
40 percent in two-parent families where the
father was highly involved. Even in families
where the father isn’t living with his child
but remains actively involved, those odds of
getting A’s increased by a full third.

Clearly, fathers matter when it comes to
early childhood development and education.
And while there is now a growing under-
standing of that fact, it was Vice President
Al Gore who put a national spotlight on this
issue during his 1994 Family Reunion Con-
ference, and he’s worked tirelessly on it ever
since.

Our combined efforts are paying off. I'm
pleased to release a report today from the
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Departments of Education and Health and
Human Services that offers educators and
early childhood providers information, strate-
gies, and tools to successfully involve more
fathers in their children’s learning—from en-
couraging more fathers to read with their
kids at home to inviting more of them to vol-
unteer in schools and child care centers.

The report highlights model programs
around the country and provides resource in-
formation for practitioners. We also know
that noncustodial parents who continue to be
involved with their children are more likely
to pay child support. The sad fact is that one
in three children in America today lives with-
out his or her father. They shouldn’t be pun-
ished, either emotionally or financially, be-
cause of that. That's why for 7V years now
we’ve made child support enforcement a top
priority.

And today we've got some further evi-
dence that our efforts are paying off. Child
support collections increased 10 percent dur-
ing the past year, reaching a record of nearly
$16 billion. That’s double what it was in 1992.
This means fewer women on welfare, fewer
children in poverty, more families living in
dignity.

When it comes to protecting children and
building strong families and strong commu-
nities, all of us have a role to play. But first
and foremost, it’s about caring mothers and
fathers; and then about supporting commu-
nity. But Government also must do its part.
And we mustn’t forget that most fathers out
there really do want to do a good job. That’s
why today I'm also directing a number of de-
partments to develop coordinated, inter-
agency guidance to help States and commu-
nities identify and use available Federal re-
sources and opportunities for promoting re-
sponsible fatherhood.

The research and the results are clear: sup-
porting, responsible fatherhood is good for
children, good for families, good for our Na-
tion. It's why we propose building on our
progress with a $255 million responsible fa-
therhood initiative called “Fathers Work/
Families Win.” The fact is, many fathers can’t
provide financial and emotional support to
their children, not because they’re deadbeat,
but because they’re dead-broke.
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Our initiative would help at least 40,000
more low income fathers work and support
their children. Unfortunately, in the spend-
ing bill passed in the House this week, the
Congress turned its back on this challenge
by not including any money for this impor-
tant initiative. So I ask Congress to work with
me across party lines to pass a budget that
makes sure more fathers can live up to their
responsibility. Working together, we can help
fathers better fulfill the emotional, edu-
cational, and financial needs of their chil-
dren.

As we prepare to celebrate the first Fa-
ther’s Day of the new century, let’s do all
we can to help more fathers live up to that
title, not just through their financial support,
but also by becoming more active, loving par-
ticipants in their children’s lives.

Thanks for listening.

NOTE: The address was recorded at 11:15 a.m.
on June 16 in Classroom 230 at Joseph C.
Lanzetta School (Public School 96) in New York
City for broadcast at 10:06 a.m. on June 17. The
transcript was made available by the Office of the
Press Secretary on June 16 but was embargoed
for release until the broadcast.

Memorandum on Joint Guidance on
Supporting Responsible Fatherhood
Efforts

June 16, 2000

Memorandum for the Attorney General, the
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of
Labor, the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development, the Secretary of Education

Subject: Joint Guidance on Supporting
Responsible Fatherhood Efforts

One of the fundamental goals of my Ad-
ministration has been to strengthen fathers’
involvement in their children’s lives. In sup-
port of that goal, I directed all executive de-
partments and agencies to review their poli-
cies, programs, and initiatives to ensure that
they supported men in their role as fathers.
The review concluded that the Federal Gov-
ernment can play an important role by pro-
viding coordinated guidance and resources
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that support responsible fatherhood to indi-
viduals and State and local governments.

Under the leadership of Vice President
Gore, my Administration has made signifi-
cant progress in promoting greater father in-
volvement, within the Federal workforce as
well as through Federal programs and re-
sources, and through partnerships with States
and communities, foundations, and the re-
search community.

As you know, my Budget for Fiscal Year
2001 substantially expands our efforts to pro-
mote responsible fatherhood and strengthen
families. The Budget proposes $255 million
for the first year of a new “Fathers Work/
Families Win” initiative to promote respon-
sible fatherhood and support working fami-
lies, allows States to simplify child support
distribution rules, provides incentives to
States that pass through more child support
payments directly to families, and extends
Welfare-to-Work grants to help noncustodial
parents move into lasting unsubsidized jobs.
In addition, my Budget proposes to increase
the Earned Income Tax Credit by nearly $24
billion over 10 years, providing an additional
work incentive of as much as $1,200 in tax
relief to an estimated 6.8 million hard-
working mothers and fathers.

Recent research indicates that promoting
and rewarding work for low-income families
can support marital stability, increase em-
ployment and earnings, reduce domestic vio-
lence, and improve children’s behavior and
school performance. In addition, research
confirms that child support is an important
factor in lifting children out of poverty. There
is also evidence that a large proportion of
unmarried fathers are involved with their
children at birth, but that these relationships
tend to weaken over time. And employed fa-
thers are more likely to be able to support
their children financially and emotionally.

These results, as well as the 1995 review,
show the importance of providing Federal
guidance and resources to States that can
support responsible fatherhood, work, and
family. Therefore, I direct the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, in conjunction
with the Secretaries of Labor, Agriculture,
Education, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and the Attorney General, to develop
and provide, within 90 days of the date of
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this memorandum, coordinated guidance on
Federal resources and opportunities for pro-
moting responsible fatherhood.

This guidance should:

(1) clearly identify existing resources
available, including Federal welfare
reform block grant funds, Welfare-to-
Work and workforce development re-
sources, educational resources, pater-
nity establishment and child support,
Food Stamp Employment and Train-
ing, and low-income housing and
community development funds;

(2) help  States, local governments,
community- and faith-based organiza-
tions, fatherhood practitioners, and
families, identify and use Federal re-
sources and opportunities to strength-
en the many roles of fathers in fami-
lies;

(3) clarify the extent to which existing
policies and practices, including child
support policies, can be modified to
help ensure available resources effec-
tively serve lower-income fathers;

(4) identify opportunities to build on and
sustain the involvement of fathers in
low-income, unmarried parent, “frag-
ile families™; and

(5) list contact information to help inter-
ested parties access information on a
regular basis.

This guidance should be accessible, and
made available through the websites of Fed-
eral agencies, as well as in printed form.

William J. Clinton

NoTE: This memorandum was made available by
the Office of the Press Secretary on June 16 but
was embargoed for release until 10:06 a.m. on
June 17. An original was not available for
verification of the content of this memorandum.

Statement on the Anniversary of
the Geneva Protocol of 1925

June 17, 2000

Seventy-five years ago today, June 17,
1925, the international community took a
major step toward protecting the world from
the dangers of weapons of mass destruction
by concluding the Geneva Protocol of 1925.
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In the aftermath of the terrible casualties
caused by poison gas in World War I, the
Geneva Protocol banned the use in war of
chemical and biological weapons.

More recently, the international commu-
nity has worked to build on this achievement.
The 1972 Biological Weapons Convention
(BWC) banned the development, produc-
tion, and possession of biological and toxin
weapons, and the 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC) did the same for chem-
ical weapons. Today, 135 countries are par-
ties to the CWC, and 143 are parties to the
BWC. The United States has ratified both
agreements, and our commitment to them
has enjoyed strong bipartisan support.

Today, one of the greatest threats to Amer-
ican and global security is the danger that
adversary nations or terrorist groups will ob-
tain and use chemical or biological weapons.
The international agreements we have
reached banning these weapons are a critical
component of our effort to protect against
this threat.

In my 1998 State of the Union Address,
I called on the international community to
strengthen the Biological Weapons Conven-
tion with a new international inspection sys-
tem to help detect and deter cheating. Sig-
nificant progress has been made in Geneva
at the Ad Hoc Group of BWC States Parties
toward achieving this goal. We urge all par-
ticipants in this process to work toward the
earliest possible conclusion of a BWC Pro-
tocol that will further strengthen inter-
national security.

On this 75th anniversary of the Geneva
Protocol, I call on the countries of the world
who have not yet done so to join the Geneva
Protocol, CWC, and BWC. I call on all par-
ties to strictly adhere to these agreements
and to work to strengthen them. It is more
urgent than ever that, true to the words of
the Geneva Protocol, their prohibitions “shall
be universally accepted . . . binding alike the
conscience and the practice of nations.”

Statement on the Ethiopia-Eritrea
Cease-Fire Agreement

June 18, 2000

Today in Algiers, Ethiopia and Eritrea
signed an agreement to cease hostilities. This
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is a breakthrough which can and should end
the tragic conflict in the Horn of Africa. It
can and should permit these two countries
to realize their potential in peace, instead of
squandering it in war.

I commend the Organization of African
Unity, and especially its chair, Algerian Presi-
dent Abdelaziz Bouteflika, for leading the ne-
gotiation of this agreement. I am grateful to
my envoy, former National Security Adviser
Anthony Lake, to Assistant Secretary of State
Susan Rice, and to my senior adviser on Afri-
can affairs, Gayle Smith, for their tireless
pursuit of a peaceful resolution to this con-
flict. The United States has supported the
OAU in this effort, and we will continue to
do so. I have asked Tony Lake to return to
Algiers to work with the OAU as we enter
the next round of negotiations.

I hope this commitment by Ethiopia and
Eritrea to stop the fighting also signals their
commitment to build the peace. I urge them
to use the next round of talks to produce
a final, comprehensive, lasting agreement, so
they can get on with the work of pursuing
democracy and development for their peo-
ple. Ethiopia and Eritrea are America’s
friends. If they are ready to take the next
step, we and our partners in the international
community will walk with them.

Memorandum on Suspension of
Limitations Under the Jerusalem
Embassy Act

June 16, 2000

Presidential Determination No. 2000-24
Memorandum for the Secretary of State

Subject: Suspension of Limitations Under the
Jerusalem Embassy Act

Pursuant to the authority vested in me as
President by the Constitution and the laws
of the United States, including section 7(a)
of the Jerusalem Embassy Act of 1995 (Pub-
lic Law 104-45) (the “Act”), I hereby deter-
mine that it is necessary to protect the na-
tional security interests of the United States
to suspend for a period of 6 months the limi-
tations set forth in sections 3(b) and 7(b) of
the Act.

You are hereby authorized and directed to
transmit this determination to the Congress,
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accompanied by a report in accordance with
section 7(a) of the Act, and to publish the
determination in the Federal Register.

This suspension shall take effect after
transmission of this determination and report
to the Congress.

William J. Clinton

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
8:45 a.m., June 21, 2000]

NotE: This memorandum was published in the
Federal Register on June 22 and was released by
the Office of the Press Secretary on June 19.

Remarks at a Southwest Voter
Registration Education Project
Reception in Houston, Texas
June 19, 2000

Thank you very, very much. Well, T think
Representative Noriega did his family proud,
don’t you? I thought it was great. Thank you.
[Applause]

I would like to thank all of you who are
here, including the folks behind me: my good
friend Bill White; and my long-time friend
Representative Al Edwards; and Carlos
Truan, whom I've known for nearly 30 years.
And Antonio Gonzalez, thank you very much.
And Billie Carr is still working her cell phone
after all these years. [Laughter] Tell whoever
it is I said hello, Billie. [Laughter] I love this.

I want to thank Representative Sheila
Jackson Lee for being here. And Mickey
Ibarra, who is my special assistant, who works
with State and local government around the
country; I thank him for coming down here,
along with Steve Ricchetti, my Deputy Chief
of Staff.

I'm delighted to be with Southwest Voter
Registration Project, and I want to thank you
for all the work that you have done with me
and the Vice President over the years, the
work you have done to advance democracy,
to bring Latino voters into the process, to
promote education and economic develop-
ment.

I also appreciate the solidarity you have
shown with others who also deserve to be
empowered and to have a full portion of the
American dream. And I want to acknowl-
edge, again, Representative Al Edwards, who
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is here, because today is June 19th, which
is known in the African-American commu-
nity in the South as “Juneteenth.” It’s the
holiday that celebrates the emancipation of
the slaves in Texas.

And for those of you who don’t know, basi-
cally, Abraham Lincoln, in what is now the
Lincoln Bedroom, signed the Emancipation
Proclamation in September of 1862. It be-
came effective January 1, 1863. But most of
the slaves who were freed did not find out
until after the Civil War, because the procla-
mation ran to the States that had seceded.
And formal notice came on June 19th, in
Texas, and it became known as Juneteenth.
In the western part of the southern States,
it's still not uncommon to see these
“Juneteenth” celebrations all across the
South, particularly in little towns who have
family ties going back to that period. And
Al made it a holiday in Texas. We congratu-
late him. Thank you, old friend.

And let me sort of pivot off of that to say
that this day should be a day for rejoicing
but also for reflection, and for reminding
ourselves that there’s still a lot of hardship
out there and still a lot of discrimination
against people because of their race or their
sexual orientation or something else that
makes them different, and therefore makes
other people afraid of them, or believe that
they can look down on them and do things
that aren’t right.

On the way in here, I met with Louvon
Harris and Darrell Verrett, the sister and the
nephew of James Byrd. Theyre right here.
Stand up. [Applause] It was 2 years ago this
month that James Byrd was killed here in
Texas, in a heinous act that shocked Ameri-
cans in every corner of the country, including
all the good people of Texas. It reminds us
that crimes that are motivated by hate really
are fundamentally different and, I believe,
should be treated differently under the law.

In the Federal Government we have Fed-
eral hate crimes legislation on the books that
I believe should be stronger. But we have
prosecuted a number of the cases. We have
substantially increased the number of FBI
agents working them; we have formed local
hate crimes working groups; and for 3 years
we've tried to pass a stronger Federal bill
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and to support similar actions in States across
the country.

I know you were disappointed when the
State hate crimes legislation didn’t pass here.
But I am pleased to be able to tell you that
the United States Senate has finally agreed,
the leadership of the Senate, to allow a vote,
up or down, on hate crimes legislation that
has now been held up since November of
1997, * when I had the first White House
Conference on Hate Crimes. But it’'s now
going to be voted on.

And T want to tell you about it. The bill
has been strengthened. The version of the
bill that is now going to be voted on will be
introduced by Senator Kennedy today on the
Senate floor. It strengthens the Federal hate
crimes legislation and also gives State and
local officials more Federal resources to help
to prosecute these crimes.

Now, we believe that most hate crimes
should be prosecuted—investigated and
prosecuted by State and local officials, with
the Federal Government being a partner.
But too often Federal officials have literally
been prevented from teaming up with local
law enforcement, and that has kept commu-
nities from being able to do what needed to
be done to work these offenses.

Senator Kennedy’s bill takes steps to
change that by giving State and local officials
the assistance they need. It also requires the
Attorney General to confer with them before
bringing a case in Federal court. So we have
actually strengthened the original bill, put
some more resources in it, and done it in
a way that I hope and pray will get us enough
Republican votes to actually pass the bill.
And T ask all of you to stand with this fine
family. They've been out here working for
this for 2 years now. They have worked
through their grief and through their pain.
They've been willing to stand up and be
counted.

And we have a chance now to pass this
at the Federal level. And I know that Rep-
resentative Sheila Jackson Lee cares very
deeply about this. I brought two United
States Senators down to Texas with me today,
Ron Wyden and Bob Torricelli, who are pro-
foundly committed to it. And I just want to

* White House correction.
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ask you to help us. You have shown your soli-
darity on all these human rights issues. We
have people here from the Human Rights
Campaign Fund in this room today. I want
to ask you to help us. We've got a chance
now. We have to pass this legislation.

I'd like to mention one or two other things,
if T might. Congress, I hope, will pass some
legislation to correct two long-standing injus-
tices that affect immigrants in our country.
First, we need to amend our immigration
laws to provide equitable treatment for all
Central American immigrants. In that con-
nection, we should give migrants with long-
standing ties to our country the chance to
legalize their status.

As all of you know, we had a huge amount
of turmoil in Central America right through
the 1980’s, into the early nineties. The Fed-
eral law actually discriminates against Cen-
tral Americans who came here for the same
reasons, depending on what country they
came from and what the nature of the con-
flict was back home. And I don’t think any
of us think that is right. And a lot of these
folks have been here a long time. They've
established families. They've married people
from other countries or from our country.
They've got kids in our schools, and we need
to do this.

The third thing I'd like to ask your help
on is to continue working with us to see that
our Federal courts reflect America’s growing
diversity. [Applause] 1 appreciate you clap-
ping, but I want you to really help us do
something about this.

Representative Noriega said that I had ap-
pointed and nominated the most diverse
group of Federal judges in history. We've ap-
pointed more Hispanic-Americans to the
Federal bench than any administration be-
fore. Twenty-four of my judicial appointees
have been Hispanic-Americans, more than
the previous two Republican administrations
combined. I'm proud of that. But—yes,
but—[laughter]—and the “but” is important,
several imminently qualified minority nomi-
nees have become casualties of a highly po-
liticized confirmation process.

Let me back up and say that, generally,
if you—there have been lots and lots of
scholarly articles pointing out that my nomi-
nees are the most highly regarded by the
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American Bar Association professional eval-
uation in 40 years, that they have by and large
not been political, that they have not been
on one ideological extreme; they have been
mainstream appointees. And they have con-
stantly been attacked in the Senate, because
they didn’t fit the ideological mold that the
Republican majority wanted.

For example, Ricardo Morado, my can-
didate for the Southermn District here in
Texas, his nomination has been put on hold.
Kathleen McCree Lewis in Detroit—her fa-
ther, Wade McCree, was one of the two or
three most important lawyers in the entire
civil rights movement, highly regarded law-
yer. Never been an African-American woman
on the Court of Appeals there. Can’t get a
hearing for her.

And perhaps the most egregious case in
the entire country, I think, is the case of
Enrique Moreno, who I nominated to the
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. He
has been waiting more than 275 days, without
even receiving a judiciary committee hearing.
And last month Senator Gramm and Senator
Hutchison said they were going to oppose
his nomination because he wasn’t qualified.
They said he wasn’t experienced. Well, you
be the judge. From humble beginnings in
El Paso, he established, first of all, an utterly
brilliant academic career—I might add, more
brilliant than that of virtually everyone who'd
be voting on his confirmation. [Laughter]

The State judges in Texas said he was one
of the top three trial attorneys in El Paso.
The American Bar Association gave him their
highest rating—not just a good rating, their
highest rating. But this State’s Republican
Senator said he’s not qualified. And appar-
ently, everybody else is going along with it
because there’s been no voice to the con-
trary. Now, I don’t know about you, but if
he’s not qualified, who is?

This is the kind of thing—we’ve been
going through this—I can give you lots of
other examples. The first African-American
ever to serve on the Missouri Supreme Court
was defeated in the Senate by a blatant par-
tisan misrepresentation of his record. And we
can’t have this kind of thing in our country.

It wasn’t as if I said, “Well, I want a quota
here, and I'm going to appoint this guy be-
cause he’s Hispanic.” This guy has a brilliant
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academic record, a brilliant record as a law-
yer. The American Bar Association says they
give him their highest rating. And the Sen-
ators here say he’s not qualified. And this
is part of a distinctive pattern.

This should not be partisan. I went out
of my way because we’'d had 20 years of par-
tisan fights in judgeships. I went out of my
way to try to pick people that would not raise
partisan hackles, to be totally bipartisan in
this. And in spite of that, because there are
those in the other party who see the courts
as an instrument of partisan policy and want
it to be that—not because I've made it there
but because neutral is not good enough, fair
is not good enough, unbiased is not good
enough—that’s what’s going on here. And if
you feel strongly about it, you better be
heard.

And the device is always to deny these peo-
ple a hearing or to deny them a vote. Why?
Because they don’t want them on the court,
but they don’t want the people you're trying
to register to vote to know they don’t want
them on the court. Right? So the answer is,
blur everything, shift, kind of just sort of
waver around here, and let it all die and hope
nobody will know what really happened.

So I'm here to tell you this is a good man.
If he was involved with me politically, I don’t
know it. Maybe that's—I don’t. I appointed
him because the people came to me and said
we've got a chance to appoint a guy who’s
superbly qualified, who can get the highest
ABA rating and be a good thing for Texas,
a good thing for the Fifth Circuit, and so
I did it. And I think for him to be denied,
not because he’s political, but because he’s
not political enough in the right way, is
wrong.

Now, let me just say a couple of things
in closing. We've got to get everybody to vote
in this election, and then they need to know
what the stakes are. You want people to reg-
ister to vote and to make intelligent choices.
And I think we’re actually quite fortunate in
this millennial election, because we don’t
have to engage in a kind of personal, negative
histrionics. I think you've got two good peo-
ple running for President who have profound
disagreements. But it's important people
know what the differences are. I think you've
got good people running for the Senate all
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over America, and running for the House.
There’s one Senate race I'm especially inter-
ested in. [Laughter]

But anyway, you've got all these good peo-
ple. We don’t have to run an election where
anybody badmouths anybody else. Just every-
body stand up and say where they disagree,
and let the voters make up their mind.

But it is important not to think that there
are no disagreements and that there aren’t
any consequences, because there are. Just
because we have a bunch of good people
doesn’t mean there are no consequences to
the decisions the voters will make. So people
have to make up their mind. And first, they
have to register, then they have to vote. And
when they go, they need to actually have a
clear view of, if I vote for this set of can-
didates, this is what I get, these are the deci-
sions I get, this is the direction I get; if I
vote for this section, this group, this is what
I get.

And I've done everything I could to try
to turn the country around. And I'm very
proud of the fact that we’re paying down the
debt instead of running it up, that we've got
the longest economic expansion in history
and over 22 million jobs and the lowest His-
panic unemployment rate ever recorded and
the lowest poverty rate in 20 years and the
highest Hispanic homeownership and 2%
times as many SBA loans and all that.

But the truth is, all that matters is, what
are we going to do with it? What is it that
you propose to do with it? I'm glad we had
a successful empowerment zone in south
Texas. I'm glad that we’ve been able to do
these things.

But the issue is, what are you going to do
with it? What should the economic policy of
the country be? Should we continue paying
down the debt and protecting Social Security
and Medicare and investing in education? Or
should we give all the projected surplus back
to you in a tax cut and just hope that we
won’t run a deficit and hope somehow we’ll
find the money to invest in education?

What should we do in education? Should
we modernize our schools and make sure we
hire enough teachers and identify schools
that aren’t succeeding and turn them around,
or change the leadership? Or should we
adopt a voucher program and say that public

June 19 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000

schools probably can’t be made to work, so
let’s go to a voucher system?

I was in a school in New York City this
week—Ilet me just give you one example, one
example. Two years ago Public School 96,
in Spanish Harlem—2 years ago, 80 percent
of those kids in this grade school were read-
ing below grade level—2 years ago. Today,
74 percent of them are reading at or above
grade level, and doing math at or above
level—in 2 years.

I was in a school in Kentucky the other
day that was one of the worst performing
schools in the State—elementary schools.
There were 5 percent of the kids reading at
or above grade level 4 years ago; today, 57
percent of them are. There were 12 percent
of the kids doing math at or above grade
level; today, 70 percent are. There were zero
percent of the kids doing science at or above
grade level; today, two-thirds are—basically,
in 3 years. It’s the 19th best elementary
school in the State of Kentucky. And way
over half the kids are on free or reduced
school lunches.

So what I want you to know is that without
regard to income or background, intelligence
is equally distributed, and schools can be
made to work if we just do what we know
works. And that’s what I think we ought to
make a commitment to do. You know, when
I started this school reform business 20 years
ago in Arkansas, when I was trying to do it,
we didn’t really know what worked. But we
do now. And it would be a terrible mistake
for us to turn away from what works toward
something that we don’t have any idea
whether it works or not but would drain a
lot of money off—TI think.

What about the economy? Well, I think
it’s important that we do more to bring the
benefits of the economy to people and places
that haven’t fully participated. That's why I
want to increase the earned-income tax cred-
it, something you helped me do before—lift-
ed over a million Hispanics out of poverty
in the years that I've been in office. That’s
why I think we ought to raise the minimum
wage again.

That's why I think we ought to adopt this
new markets initiative. It’s the only really
good bipartisan thing we've got going up in
Washington now. We are working really well
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in the House in a bipartisan way. It’s really
quite touching, and I thank the Speaker of
the House for doing it. And I hope we can
do it in the Senate. It’s why I think we ought
to implement a lot of the recommendations
of the Southwest Border Initiative Task
Force that I got. A lot of you have been in-
volved in that in one way or the other.

What are we going to do about health
care? Are we going to have a Patients” Bill
of Rights or not? Are we going to let all the
seniors on Medicare have access to afford-
able prescription drugs or not? Are we going
to do more to let working families have ac-
cess to affordable health insurance or not?
I've got a big proposal on that. I think Hous-
ton has one of the highest percentages of
working people without access to health in-
surance in the entire United States—a lot of
them Latino. This is a big issue.

So that’s the last thing I leave you with.
The country is moving in the right direction.
Things are better than they were 8 years ago.
But how a nation deals with its prosperity
is as stern a test of its character and judgment
as how it deals with adversity. And those of
us that are old enough to remember different
times know that nothing lasts forever. And
when you're in the bad times, you can thank
God for that. But when you're in great times,
you should be humble and grateful and make
up your mind to make the most of them.

We've got the best chance in my lifetime
to deal with the big challenges still out there,
to seize the big opportunities out there. And
that’s why it’s important that you empower
people. They can’t take good times for grant-
ed. And if theyre still in trouble, they
shouldn’t take that for granted, either. The
vote is the voice, just like your sign says.

And it’s been a great honor for me to serve.
It’s been a great honor for me to work with
you. I've had the time of my life. This is the
first election in 25 years I'm not part of; most
days I'm okay about it. [Laughter] But as a
noncandidate, the only thing I ask everybody
to do is to vote and to be intelligent about
it, to make up your mind what you think we
ought to do with this moment of prosperity,
and then to clearly understand the choices
before you and go out and make yours. If
we do that, America will be in good hands.

Thank you very much.
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Thank you very much. Senator Torricelli,
Senator Wyden, Mayor Lanier and Elise, and
Secretary Bentsen and B.A.; Mr. White, we
miss you in the administration. I told Lloyd
Bentsen when he and B.A. came through the
line, I said, “Well, your economy is still hum-
ming along pretty good, Lloyd.” And I want
all of you to know that if he hadn’t been my
first Treasury Secretary, might not any of us
be sitting here today celebrating the strong-
est economy in American history, and I thank
you very much.

I am here today primarily on behalf of our
Democratic candidates for the Senate and
those who are presently serving. I suppose
that every American who is a reasonably good
citizen understands, in general, what the
Senate does, and thinks on balance it would
be a good thing if good people were there
who more or less agree with you.

But because of the unique vantage point
that I have occupied in the last 7% years,
I probably feel that more passionately than
any other person. I know what a difference
it makes in the confirmation process of
judges, in the weighing of the decisions about
confirming people for other important posi-
tions, and how legislation is shaped and how
the whole direction of foreign policy is con-
trolled. And these things are very important.
And T think what I would like to do today,
recognizing that, as all of you know, I have
a special interest in one particular Senate
race—which, thank goodness, does not dis-
qualify me from speaking here today.
[Laughter]

I want to leave you with three thoughts.
Somebody’s liable to ask you why you showed
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up here today. And you need to be able to
give an answer. And the three points I want
to make is, number one, this is a big election.
And it’s just as important as the elections of
1992 and 1996, which enabled us to turn this
country around and move it in the right di-
rection and get a lot going.

The second thing I want to say is, there
are real differences between the candidates
of the two parties. And I hope this will be
an immensely positive election. It is no
longer necessary for us to engage in the poli-
tics of personal destruction. I hope we've
beat that back for a long time to come. But
that means you can have an honest debate
on the real differences. And from the White
House to the Senate to the House, there are
real differences. And we ought to have a good
time debating them—in a good humor, be
happy our country’s in good shape, and just
have an old-fashioned citizenship lesson in
what the differences are. So it’s a big elec-
tion; there are real differences.

The third point, however, I want you to
know is that for the only time, I think, in
my adult lifetime, one party—the Republican
Party—doesn’t really want you to understand
what the differences are. Which is a dead
giveaway that, at least, they think if the
American people knew what the differences
were, they'd vote with us. And from my per-
spective, I'm—first, let me say I'm grateful
that I had the chance to serve as President
and determined to get everything done I can
do in the next 6 months, 7 months I have
to serve. I had a very distinguished man call
me a couple of days ago, and he said, “You
know, Mr. President, for a lame duck, you're
still quacking rather loudly.” [Laughter] So
I do think there’s a lot that we're going to
get done in the next 6 months.

But what I want to say to you is I've done
what I could to turn the country around, to
build that bridge to the 21st century, to bring
people involved—all different kinds of peo-
ple in the political process. My Deputy Chief
of Staff, Steve Ricchetti, is here—look
around this room, he said—and Steve grew
up in Ohio, and he looked at me, and he
said, “This is not your typical Texas cowboy
crowd, is it?” And I said, “You know, Texas
has changed. Houston has changed. America
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has changed. This is a different world out
there. And we want everybody involved.”

And so what I hope for my country now
is that we will say to ourselves, this is a very
important election; here’s what we want to
accomplish; here’s where the candidates
stand, from the White House to the Senate
to the House; here’s what we're going to do.
I mean, I hope that democracy, in short, will
work the way it’s supposed to work. And then
none of us can have any complaints.

But a lot of people seem to think it really
doesn’t make much difference because the
economy is so prosperous; we've got the
longest economic expansion in history and
the 22 million new jobs and the lowest Afri-
can-American, Hispanic unemployment rate
we ever had, the lowest crime rate in a quar-
ter century, and the lowest welfare rolls in
32 years—they're half what they were when
I took office. And there is no apparent threat
to our security, and our country is able to
be a force for peace and freedom around the
world. So they say, could there be any dif-
ferences? And the answer is, yes. Are there
consequences? Yes.

Anybody who has lived more than 25 or
30 years, anyway, knows that nothing lasts
forever. Now, if youre in the middle of a
terrible time, that’s immensely reassuring.
[Laughter] But if you're in the middle of
good times, it ought to be humbling and so-
bering. You get a time like this maybe once
in a lifetime as a nation, where you really
have it within your power to shape the future
of your dreams for your children.

And to do that you have to ask, what are
the great challenges; what are the great op-
portunities here before us? And then, how
should we go about meeting them? And I
think you can really argue that how we han-
dle prosperity is as stern a test of our judg-
ment, our vision, our character, as how we
handle adversity. There is not anybody in
here over a certain age who can’t remember
at least one time in your life when you made
a mistake, not because things were going so
badly but because things were going so well.
You thought there were no consequences to
the failure to concentrate. It’s just part of
human nature.

So that’s the first thing. This is a big, big
election. The second thing is, what are the
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questions? Bob Torricelli said I always try
to ask the right question. I think that the out-
come of these elections will be determined,
in no small measure, by what people think
the question is. So I can only tell you what
I think the big questions are.

Number one, how do we keep the econ-
omy going? It’s projected that we're going
to have a very large surplus over the next
12 years—10 years. We can actually get this
country out of debt in the next 12 years.
Should we do it, or not? I think we should.
And we can do that, still have a decent-size
tax cut, invest in the education of our chil-
dren, invest in science and technology, and
health care and preserving the environment
and keep paying the debt down.

And in the process, we will then prepare
for what I think the next big challenge is,
the aging of America. How are we going to
handle it when there are only two people
working for every one person drawing Social
Security and Medicare? We should be saving
today against that eventuality and preparing
for it.

How are we going to extend this economic
prosperity to people in places who have been
left behind? Now this is something Vice
President Gore and I have worked on very
hard for the last 8 years. We have this em-
powerment zone program that he’s done a
brilliant job of running. We’ve got one quite
successful one down in south Texas, which
is now the third fastest growing area of Amer-
ica—interestingly enough, Secretary
Bentsen’s backyard down there.

But I think we ought to give Americans
the same incentives to invest in poor areas
here we give them to invest in poor areas
around the world, in Latin America or Africa
or Asia. And I'm working with the Speaker
of the House. I'm trying to make this a totally
bipartisan issue. But this is a big deal, be-
cause there are still a lot of people in places
who aren’t part of this prosperity.

The next big question—I think a big eth-
ical question for our society—how are we
going to permit people to do a better job
of balancing their responsibilities as parents
and their responsibilities at work? A higher
and higher percentage of people with young
children are in the work force. If they have
to choose between succeeding at raising their
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children and succeeding in the work force,
society has lost from the beginning. Because
the most important work of all is raising chil-
dren. And so, obviously, if you make people
choose, we're going to lose. There’s a lot
more we can do there.

We have an enormous percentage of fami-
lies who are racked with worry because they
don’t have access to health insurance. Hous-
ton, the greater Houston area, one of the
highest percentages in the country of work-
ing families who don’t have access to health
insurance—what do we propose to do with
that?

How are we going to grow the economy
and continue to improve the environment
and deal with the challenge of global warm-
ing, which now virtually everybody acknowl-
edges is real? Can it be done? The answer
to that is, yes, it can be. How are we going
to give all of our kids a world-class education
and open the doors of college and university
to everybody? How are we going to stay on
the cutting edge of science and technology?
How are we going to continue to be a force
for peace?

Now, what are the specifics here? Are
there differences? Yeah. The Democrats, for
example, believe that America should ratify
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Trea-
ty—we’re trying to get India and Pakistan to
do it—the Republicans don’t. They believe
we should walk away from a generation of
leading the world toward less dangers from
nuclear weapons. This is a huge issue, and
it falls right on the Senate.

So if you agree with them, that you think
it would be a good idea if America withdrew
from all these global arms control regimes
and stop trying to reduce the danger of nu-
clear weapons and say, “We’ll just have big-
ger weapons; we don’t care what anybody
else does”—then you should support the Re-
publicans for the Senate. But if you are proud
of the fact that America has tried to lead the
world away from the nuclear brink and re-
duce the nuclear threat, and that we—you
should be, I hope, proud of the fact that I
was the first world leader to sign the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, and you would
like to see it ratified—then you should sup-
port the Democrats.
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I'll give you just another. If you believe
that we should pay down the debt and have
a modest tax cut we can afford, and that we
can’t possibly assume we’re going to have all
this money that people now say we’ll have
over the next decade, so we should take a
more prudent course, then you have to vote
for our side. If you think that it’s an absolute
lock-cinch that nothing bad will happen in
the next decade and you want to get all the
money out there right now in a tax cut and
just hope to goodness it will all work out all
right, you should vote for them. Because
that’s what they want to do, and they really
believe it.

They don’t believe there’s any way any-
thing bad can go wrong, and so they want
to spend the surplus right now, all of it, be-
fore it materializes. And they think it will
make the economy stronger. I think it will
cause interest rates to go up. I think it will
bring back the deficits, and I think it will
make it weaker. But you have to decide. It’s
not like you don’t have a choice here. And
I could go through issue after issue after
issue.

Now obviously, you've made your choice
or you wouldn’t be here. But the point I'm
making is, you need to go out across the
State, across the community, across the coun-
try, to your friends, and say, whether you
agree with me or not, this is an important
election. The country is being tested. This
is the election where we will say, “This is
what we propose to do with our prosperity.”
That’s what this election is about.

Nineteen ninety-two was about, “We're in
a mess here; how are we going to get out
of it?” Nineteen ninety-six was about, “Can
we really build a bridge to the new century
by keeping this going?” Two thousand is
about, “What do we propose to do with our
prosperity? And then I want you to say,
“There are differences between the can-
didates at all levels, and it is not necessary,
as we too often have done in the last 20 years,
to criticize them personally. It is better to
say, here are their honest differences.” And
then, of course, I hope youll—[applause].
Thank you.

And then, of course, I hope you'll say why
you agree with our side. But even if someone
disagrees with you, that’s what an election
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is about. That's what democracy is supposed
to be.

And this is the last point I want to make.
The most important thing of all, which is why
I like looking around this crowd today, is that
we find a way to live together with all of our
differences, that we find a way not just to
tolerate them but to celebrate them, to say
we are glad these Muslims from South Asia
are part of 21st century America. We think
they look very nice in their garb, and they're
probably more comfortable than we are in
the summertime. And we might have some-
thing to learn from them about the way life
is organized and lived and thought about.
And who knows, maybe theyve got some-
thing to learn from us.

And this makes us stronger, that we have
Sikhs and maybe Hindus and we've got Jews
and we've got Christians and we’ve got Ba-
hais and we've got people from every dif-
ferent racial and ethnic group.

And there has to be a way for us to cele-
brate this and, yet, reaffirm the primary im-
portance of our common, shared humanity.
Everything I have done as President for 7%
years, when you strip away all the details of
the policy, has been designed to achieve that.

If T could have one wish for America, 1
would wish for us to be one America in that
sense, because we're very smart. We're very
industrious. We're very clever, and we’d fig-
ure out how to solve all our other problems.
If we can keep the human heart in proper
balance as we relate to others, we're going
to be okay. And one of the things I'm proud-
est about my party and my Senate candidates
is that that’s the America we believe in.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 1:17 p.m. in Salon
A at the Four Seasons Hotel. In his remarks, he
referred to Senator Robert G. Torricelli, chair,
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee;
former Mayor Bob Lanier of Houston and his
wife, Elise; former Secretary of the Treasury
Lloyd Bentsen and his wife, Beryl Ann (B.A.); and
Bill White, former chair, Texas State Democratic
Party.
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Remarks at a Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee Reception in
Austin, Texas

June 19, 2000

I'm glad to see this place in the daytime.
[Laughter] Well, first, T want to thank Roy
and Mary for letting me come back to their
home. I love this place. And it’s exhibit A
for the proposition that if you want to live
like a Republican, you should vote Demo-
crat. [Laughter]

Mr. Benson, thanks for the music. And I
want to thank Governor Richards for being
here, because now I know TI'll get at least
one new joke before I get on the plane to-
night to go home. [Laughter] And Governor
Briscoe, thank you, sir, and thanks for being
so nice to Hillary all these years. And my
good friend Jake Pickle, I miss you, and I'm
delighted to see you.

I want to say to all of you who had anything
to do with this, I'm very grateful. I was look-
ing tonight at Roy and Judy and Garry
Mauro, and we all started out together 28
years ago. They don’t have any gray hair; I'm
practically broken down. [Laughter] I don’t
know how this happened. But Mauro and
Spence and I, we were 30 percent of the
white male vote McGovern got in Texas.
[Laughter] We could dominate the whole—
it was kind of a kick; it was the ultimate case
of being a big fish in a small pond. That’s
not quite fair, there’s several of you in here
I met 28 years ago. And I've loved my rela-
tionships with this State and with these peo-
ple along time.

And I want to thank Senator Torricelli for
all the hard work he’s done for the Demo-
crats in the Senate. And Senator Wyden,
thank you for coming all the way from Or-
egon.

And my great long-time friend Chuck
Robb, who in many ways would qualify for
the title of the bravest person in the Senate.
He’s the guy that always stands up and votes
exactly what he thinks is right and to heck
with the consequences, and then goes out
and really believes he can convince the peo-
ple of Virginia he’s right. He had to run for
reelection against Ollie North in 1994, the
worst year the Democrats have had in 40
years. And he survived. And now he’s got to
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run against a man who’s a very popular
former Governor, and he’s going to win
again. And he’s going to win again because
he’s brave and good, and you should be very
proud of him and his Texas size. And I thank
you very much.

Now, I also want to thank those of you
who helped Hillary when she was down here.
She was also here with us in Texas in 1972,
and I just talked to her before I came here.
And she spoke to the Merchant Marine
Academy commencement on Long Island
today. And she was regaling me with tales
of the merchant marine—it made me want
to join again. I wish I was 20 years old, and
I could start—when you said, “T was your
28-year-old friend,” I thought, you know, if
somebody would let me be 28, I'd let them
be President, and take my chances. [Laugh-
ter] I could do it again. I'd take my chances.
I'd do it all over again. [Laughter]

Let me—T1l be brief. I always wonder
whether I'm preaching to the saved at these
meetings. But I want to say just a couple of
words here. First of all, I'm grateful for the
chance I've had to serve, and I've loved it.
Secondly, I've had a good team. And I say
this, and I want to say a little more about
this in a minute, but there’s never been, in
the history of America—and I'm a pretty
good student of American history—a Vice
President who’s had remotely the positive
impact on this country as Vice President than
Al Gore has had. I've had a great Cabinet;
I've had a great staff. My wife has played
a marvelous role in a lot of different ways
in helping move the country forward. And
we’ve had a good time. And lo and behold,
it worked out pretty well.

And what I would like to say—TI'd just like
to make a couple of points, because some-
body might ask you tomorrow why you came,
and I don’t want you to say you just wanted
to see Roy’s house one more time. [Laugh-
ter] A lot of the things that happened that
were good, I think, happened because we
had a set of ideas about how the country
should be run and how we should work. That
is much more like your work in your daily
lives than the way Washington worked when
I got there and the way, unfortunately, it still
works too much today.
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I basically believe that there was some-
thing wrong when you had a political system
where everybody said, “It's just terrible;
we're up to our ears in debt,” and then kept
voting to run the debt up every year. I
thought there was something wrong with a
system that said that if you were pro-labor,
you couldn’t be pro-business; if you wanted
a clean environment, you couldn’t be pro-
growth; and that the Republicans and the
Democrats just spend all their time trading
insults instead of figuring out how to get work
done. Because I can tell you—and I think
we're going to get a lot of stuff done in the
7 months T've got left to be President. And
if we do everything we could conceivably get
done, as the Senators here will tell you, there
will still be plenty that we disagree about in
the election.

And so we began to work on getting the
economy together and on trying to figure out
how to pull people together to actually solve
problems. And we had an economic strategy
that said, get the debt down; invest more in
education, even if you have to cut out a lot
of other things the Government is doing, and
in science and technology; figure out a way
to deal with a lot of these big, long-term chal-
lenges; and try to pull the country together
across all the lines that divide us, because
we’re growing ever more diverse.

Steve Ricchetti is here with me. He’s my
Deputy Chief of Staff. He grew up in Ohio.
We went to Houston; we were at a lunch
in Houston today. We had Muslims, Sikhs,
east Asians, obviously, African-Americans,
Hispanics, the old rednecks like me there.
It was an amazing thing. Ricchetti looked
around this crowd, he said, “This is not your

ical Houston cowboy crowd, is it?”
[Laughter] And I said, “No, but it’s tomor-
row’s Texas.” It is tomorrow’s Texas, and it’s
tomorrow’s America. So it’s working.

Now, I think the way elections come out
often depend on what people think the ques-
tion is. So what do you think the issue is in
this election, in the President’s race, in the
Congress races, in the Senate and the
House? I think it is, what are we going to
do with this moment of prosperity? Eight
years ago the country took a chance on me,
but we were in trouble. Everybody felt like
we were in trouble. They thought we were
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drifting; they thought there was too much
fighting going on; they thought we needed
to take a new direction. And they decided
to take a chance on us.

So now we've got the ship of state turned
around. We've got the longest economic ex-
pansion in history, the lowest crime rate in
a quarter century, the lowest welfare rolls in
32 years, the relative absence of crisis at
home and abroad. Our country has been a
real force for peace and freedom throughout
the world. So what are we going to do with
it?

And if you think that’s the question, then
you have to answer it. My belief is, since I'm
now old enough to remember the last time
we had the longest economic expansion in
history, is that we've got to work like crazy
to deal with the big challenges and seize the
big opportunities our country has, because
nothing lasts forever. If you've been through
any tough times in your life, you thank God
it doesn’t last forever. But nothing lasts for-
ever. The world is not static; it’s changing
very rapidly. And we have this little moment
in time, and we can make something really
big and beautiful and wonderful out of it.

I've done everything I could to leave this
country in good shape. And my only desire
now is that when I'm not President anymore,
that everybody is trying to make the most
of it, instead of just squandering it.

So, for me, what does that mean? It means
we ought to keep the economy going. We
ought to extend its benefits to everybody
that’s willing to work for it. We ought to help
families meet the challenge of the new world,
like how to balance work and child rearing.
And we ought to think about the major issues
of the future: putting a human face on the
global economy; expanding trade and lifting
people’s lives; dealing with this problem of
climate change, which the young people here
may find to be one of the three biggest prob-
lems theyll face in the next 20 to 30 years
unless we face it now. How are we going
to deal with all this diversity at home? Unless
we can deal with it at home, we can’t really,
over the long run, deal with all the problems
around the world. It’s a big deal. How are
we going to deal with the aging of America?

So, number one, I think this election is
as important as the ones in "92 and "96. It’s
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just different. And I think it ought to be
about, what are we going to do with our pros-
perity, first one. Number two, this does not
have to be one of these elections—and we’ve
had all too may over the last 20 years—where
the candidates just try to bludgeon each
other about, you know, this one’s a crook,
and this one’s no good, and all this kind of
stuff. We don’t need any politics of personal
destruction here. We just need an honest de-
bate on the honest differences.

But pointing out the differences is not neg-
ative; it’s healthy. You've got to understand,
there are choices, and all your choices have
consequences, whether it's in the Presi-
dential race, the Senate races, or the House
race. And so, point one, it’s an important
election; point two, there are big differences.

Point three—and this is very important;
you watch this—the most interesting thing
about this election is, only the Democrats
want you to know what the differences are.
[Laughter] It’s very interesting this year. And
I suppose I should take that as a compliment.
[Laughter]

But, I can tell you, if you just go through—
let me just—and this is why the Senate’s so
important. And you know, everybody that has
studied civics 101 knows that the Congress
is important. But I think no one—I think
maybe a President understands more than
anyone else how profoundly important it is,
every single Senate seat. They vote on who
goes on the Supreme Court—big deal, huge
consequences in the next election.

There will be two to four new members
of the Supreme Court in the next 4 years.
They vote on treaties. They vote on other
important appointments. And the way their
system works, one Senator can virtually ei-
ther shut the whole show down or change
the whole future of the country, for good or
ill. And unless you've actually been there and
seen it, you can minimize it.

So T'll just give you a few examples. And
again, I feel this way about the President’s
race. I think we ought to say, okay, we got
two good people here; there’s no point in
running anybody down; they have real dif-
ferences; here they are; here are the con-
sequences of your decision. Just don’t pre-
tend that there aren’t any consequences, and
be willing to live with them, whichever you
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do. Because there’s a lot of surveys which
show that, notwithstanding people’s tend-
ency to believe that all of us politicians never
keep our word, that most Presidents pretty
much do what they say. And when they don't,
we're glad they didn’t. Like Abraham Lincoln
promised not to free the slaves. Franklin
Roosevelt said he’d balance the budget, and
with 25 percent of the people out of work,
it would have been the worst thing he could
have possibly done.

But people normally do what they say
they're going to do when they run for the
Senate, when they run for the House, and
when they run for President. Now in the Sen-
ate—T'll just give you a couple of examples.
We're going to face a big question early next
year. And I'm battling the preliminaries now.
You'll see the skirmishes unfolding over the
next 7 months.

What's the best way to keep the economy
going? Our side says, the best way to keep
the economy going—when there’s so much
growth and unemployment is so low, when
everybody is looking at inflation, the Federal
Reserve has already raised interest rates—
the best thing we can do is keep paying this
debt down to keep interest rates as low as
possible.

We can afford a reasonable tax cut that
helps people educate their kids, pay for child
care expenses, gives people with money the
same incentives to invest in poor areas in
America we now give you to invest in poor
areas in Latin America and Asia and Africa.
But we've got to have a—there’s got to be
a limit to it, because we've got to keep paying
the debt down and because we’ve got to save
enough money to deal with Social Security
and Medicare when the baby boomers retire.

The Republicans believe that because the
estimates of the surplus are so large over the
next 10 years, we should go ahead and plan
to spend it all on a tax cut and the other
commitments that have been made. Well, it
would be self-serving for me to say that the
surplus would materialize, because it hap-
pened on my watch. But I don’t really believe
you can bank on $2 trillion showing up over
the next 10 years. There are lots of turns in
the road between here and there. So I think
we're right, and I don’t think they are.
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But you have to make a decision. And the
Senate elections will have a lot to do with
that. I'll give you another example.

We're going to be more and more involved
with the rest of the world, whether we like
it or not. I'm trying to pass this bill to nor-
malize trade relations with China. I think it’s
very important. I think it may keep us out
of another war in east Asia in the 21st cen-
tury. It’s important. It’s more important than
the money involved, to me, and it’s a good
economic deal for us—is that we fought
three wars in Asia in the last 50 years, and
I don’t want my kids or my grandkids to be
involved in one in the next 50 if there’s any-
thing I can do to help it.

It’s not a guarantee, but we’ll dramatically
increase the chances of a peaceful future if
we have a constructive relationship and try
to bring Chinese society into a rule-based,
law-abiding, get-along-with-your-neighbors,
try-to-find-some-way-to-work-it-out system.

So what are the differences there? Well,
I've worked real hard to work with other
countries to reduce the threat of nuclear,
chemical, and biological war. I was the first
world leader to sign the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty. The Republicans voted it
down—the first time an arms treaty has been
voted down, an international treaty like that,
since the Republican Senate voted against
the League of Nations in 1919. And Gov-
ernor Bush said he agreed with that.

They just don’t believe that. They think
we don’t have to be part of that; we should
just take care of our own defense, and if
we've got to keep testing—if 25 other coun-
tries start nuclear tests, that's okay. So we
have big differences there. And you have to
decide whether you think the Democratic
Senators are right or the Republican Sen-
ators are right.

And it could have real consequences for
how these children have to live. And you
should hear their argument. I think theyre
wrong, but they can tell you why they think
it's time for us to change 50 years of our
efforts to work with others to reduce the
arms issue.

On climate change, I think that it’s finally
possible in this high-tech age, that Austin is
one of the centers of, to grow the economy
and reduce damage to the environment. Ba-
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sically, most of the folks in their party don’t
believe that. They still think if you want to
get rich and stay rich, you've got to put more
greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. You
need to decide whether you think theyre
right or we're right.

And T could just go through issue after
issue after issue. On health care, we're for
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, they’re not. We
want a Medicare program that has prescrip-
tion drugs that seniors can buy, because I
think if we were creating Medicare again
today, we’d never have a Medicare program
without a drug component. Thirty-five years
ago, it was about hospitals and doctors; now
it’s about keeping people out of the hospital.
Anybody who lives to be 65 today has a life
expectancy of 82. These children here have
got a better than 50 percent chance of living
to be 90, once the human genome is com-
pletely mapped. And you see all of these
things are going to come forward.

You have to just decide. And they have
their arguments. They say, “Well, it might
cost too much.” My argument is, it won’t cost
near as much as giving the surplus away on
a tax cut. But you ought to listen to them.
But I'm just telling you, I think that—the
thing that bothers me is that things are going
along so well in the country, people might
be too casual about this election. And what
you do with the good times is as stern a test
of your judgment, your vision, and maybe
even our national character, as what we do
in adversity. And there are real differences
with real consequences.

Obviously, I think a lot of these ideas have
been tested, and we turned out to be right.
We're in this huge fight over what I think
is self-evident. I don’t think I'm going to keep
anybody out of the deer woods by passing
legislation that says if a crook tries to buy
a gun at a gun show, we ought to have time
to do a background check and stop the crook
from getting the gun. That’s what we did with
the Brady bill. Half a million criminals didn’t
get guns. We've got the lowest gun crime
in a decade or 20 years; dropped 35 percent
since I've been in office, hasn’t been a single
hunter missed a day in the woods.

And every time I say this, oh, they all
squalled, and Charlton Heston—looks like
I'm trying to end the American way of life.
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[Laughter] And the Republicans agree with
them, and the Democrats in the Senate basi-
cally agree with me. And I come from a—
I had my first .22 when I was 12. But I think
there’s evidence here, in the lower crime rate
and the less violence, and I don’t think this
country is safe enough. But I just want you
to remember that.

It’s a big election, just as important as "92
and "96. I think the question is, what are we
going to do with our prosperity? There are
real differences with real consequences. But
only one party really wants you to know what
the differences are. I think that's a pretty
good argument for our side.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 4:53 p.m. at a pri-
vate residence. In his remarks, he referred to re-
ception hosts Roy M. Spence, Jr., and his wife,
Mary; musician Ray Benson; former Governors
Ann Richards and Dolph Briscoe, Jr., of Texas;
former Representative J. . (Jake) Pickle; former
Texas Land Commissioner Garry Mauro and his
wife, Judith; Gov. George W. Bush of Texas; U.S.
Senatorial candidate George Allen; and Charlton
Heston, president, National Rifle Association.

Statement on Congressional Action
on the Tobacco Settlement Lawsuit

June 19, 2000

Last year the Department of Justice filed
a civil lawsuit against the tobacco companies
to recover the billions of dollars the Federal
Government spends each year on tobacco-
related health care costs. Tobacco-caused
diseases kill more than 400,000 Americans
each year and cost billions in health care
costs, including more than $20 billion in Fed-
eral payments under Medicare and other
programs. The Justice Department’s suit
would simply hold the tobacco industry fi-
nancially responsible for reimbursement of
these costs.

The suit is based on overwhelming evi-
dence, much of it from the tobacco industry’s
own documents. This evidence shows that
the tobacco companies have conspired over
the past 50 years to defraud and mislead the
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American public and to conceal information
about the effects of smoking.

The Congress, in its appropriations bills,
is undermining this lawsuit by preventing the
agencies that have been harmed and that
could recover billions—the Defense Depart-
ment, the Veterans Administration, and the
Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices—{rom providing any support. If Con-
gress cuts off funding for this lawsuit or inter-
feres with the Justice Department’s pursuit
of the lawsuit, Congress will be capitulating
to the tobacco industry once again at the ex-
pense of taxpayers and their children.

It would be wrong for Congress to under-
mine the authority of the Department of Jus-
tice and block this lawsuit rather than allow
it to be decided on its merits in court. I call
on Congress to support rather than under-
mine these efforts and allow the Justice De-
partment to keep working to give taxpayers
their day in court.

Statement on Greece’s Entry Into
the Economic and Monetary Union

June 19, 2000

I congratulate Prime Minister Simitis and
the Greek people on the decision today at
the EU Summit in Portugal to bring Greece
into the EU’s Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU), effective January 1, 2001.
Reaching agreement to become a full mem-
ber of the EMU a year before the euro cur-
rency is introduced demonstrates Greece’s
remarkable economic progress in recent
years. This economic success complements
Greece’s increasingly active political role
within the EU.

Through determination and hard work,
Greece succeeded in meeting all the
Maastricht Treaty economic criteria. Entry
into the EMU is not the end of the race but
the start of a challenging new phase of eco-
nomic reform. We wish the Hellenic Repub-
lic every success as it moves ahead and hope
this will usher in a new era of increased trade
and investment between our two nations.
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Statement on Easing Sanctions
Against North Korea

June 19, 2000

Since last September, when I announced
the measures being implemented today to
ease sanctions against North Korea, North
Korea has maintained its moratorium on mis-
sile tests. These measures are supported by
our close allies in the region and are part
of the process of close coordination between
the United States, Japan, and South Korea
recommended by former Secretary of De-
fense William Perry. We will continue to
build on these efforts and on the recent
North-South summit to achieve additional
progress in addressing our common pro-
liferation concerns.

Remarks at a Democratic Senatorial
Campaign Committee Dinner in
Austin

June 19, 2000

Thank you. I feel—first of all, I feel a little
sorry for all of you. You have to look at me,
and I'm looking at all this, behind you.
[Laughter]

I want to thank Lynn and Tom for making
us feel so welcome in this beautiful, beautiful
place. And I want to thank them and Ben
and Melanie and everyone else who worked
on this dinner tonight, for its success. I want
to thank Roy and Mary Spence, who hosted
me earlier, for the Democratic Senate can-
didates and for what they did.

Thank you, Mayor Watson; we're glad to
be here. Thank you, Governor Richards.
Thank you, Garry Mauro. Thank you, Liz
Carpenter, my old friend. Thank you, B. and
Audrey Rapoport; and Dan Morales and John
Sharp. Thank you, all. And T'd like to say
a special word of thanks to Luci Johnson and,
through her, to her mother and her entire
family for what they have meant to the
United States.

And I want to thank Lyle Lovett for being
a good Democrat and a good friend to me,
and always being there when I've needed
him over the years. He made me think that
even on my bad-hair days, I could still be
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President. [Laughter] That was probably the
last song he’ll ever sing for me. [Laughter]

I also want to tell you how much I admire
and appreciate the work that I've had the
chance to do with Tom Daschle and Bob
Torricelli and Chuck Robb and Pat Leahy
and Ron Wyden. We really do have a big
percentage—over 10 percent of our caucus
here tonight. And maybe Ann is right; maybe
it’'s because Texas needs Senators, and we
need money, but for whatever reason, they're
here. And I hope youll take advantage of
it.

Let me say, as is usually the case when
I get up to speak, everything that needs to
be said has already been said, but not every-
one has said it. [Laughter] But I'd like to
just make a comment or two, if I might.

First of all, I've had a lot of friends here
in Texas, and especially in Austin. And as I
look back on the last 7V years and I look
forward to the next, approximately, 7 months
I have to serve, I would just like to say, thank
you. Thank you for your help. Thank you for
staying with us. Thank you for giving me and
Al Gore and Hillary and Tipper and our en-
tire administration the chance to do what
we've done for the last 7' years. I've had
a wonderful time doing it, and I am very
grateful that the results turned out to be
pretty good for you, as well as for us. It’s
been a joy.

Now, I also want to say to you that I
thought a lot back in 1992 about what I
would like America to be like in 2000, if I
should be fortunate enough to be elected and
to be reelected. And I believe that one of
the reasons that we had some success is that
I'd worked as a Governor for a dozen years,
through very difficult economic times. I had
had a chance to try to come to grips with
the major economic and educational and
other challenges of the day. And I had a pret-
ty clear idea about what I wanted to do if
I got elected. And it turned out that the ideas
that T and many others who worked with me
over a decade developed worked pretty well.

I say that to make this point. I'm glad that
we've got the longest economic expansion in
history. I'm very glad that we have the lowest
minority unemployment rate ever recorded.
I am profoundly grateful that we have a 20-
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year low in poverty and a 40-year low in fe-
male unemployment and a 32-year low in the
welfare rates and a 25-year low in the crime
rate. I'm glad the country is at peace and
America has been a force for peace and free-
dom throughout the world. But the question
I want to ask you is, what do you intend to
do with it?

Our host mentioned the great work that
President Johnson and the Congress did 30
years ago-plus, with the civil rights legisla-
tion. I would like to remind you that 1961
to 1969 was, until this period, the longest
economic expansion in American history.
And with that expansion, we got not only the
civil rights legislation under of President
Johnson, we got Federal aid to education,
and we got Medicare, among other things.

So what I want to ask you again is, to me,
this election for the Senate and the House
and the Presidency will be determined large-
ly by what people think it’s about, because
times are good and the candidates are pre-
sentable, to say the least, from top to bottom.
So who you're for depends in large measure
on what you think the election is about.

And T just want to make three points to-
night, briefly. Number one, this is a big deal.
This election is every bit as important as the
elections of "92 and "96. Why? Because I've
done everything I could to turn this country
around and move it in the right direction.
And now we have the chance to build the
future of our dreams for our children.

But what a country does with its prosperity
is sometimes just as stern a test of its judg-
ment, its wisdom, and its character as what
a country does when its back is against the
wall. There is not a person here tonight over
30 years old who cannot recall at least one
time in your life when you made some sort
of a mistake, a personal or a business mistake,
not because things were going so badly, but
because things were going so well, you
thought you did not have to concentrate.

And one of the things that you learn as
you get older is that nothing ever lasts. And
for those of us that have been through a few
tough times, we say thank God for that. But
when you're going through these good times,
it’s well to be humble and not to engage in
too much self-congratulation and not to
break your concentration. So I will say again,
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I think this election will be determined by
what the American people think it is about.

And I believe it should be about building
the future of our dreams for our children.
I believe it should be about what we propose
to do with our prosperity. And if you start
from that premise, then you have to say, well,
what do you think we ought to do with it?

I think the most important thing we can
do is to keep it going and spread its benefits
to the people and places that still aren’t part
of it. I think we need to make sure that all
of our families have a chance to make the
most of it. That means we have educational
and health care and environmental chal-
lenges we need to meet. I think it’s important
that we continue to keep our eyes on the
future and not be satisfied with where we
are. I'm glad we've got a crime rate that’s
at a 25-year low; I think we ought to make
America the safest big country in the world.
I'm glad the air and the water are cleaner.
I think we ought to turn back the tide of
global warming. I'm glad that more people
than ever are going to college. I think we
ought to open the doors to every child who
is qualified to go to college, and money
should never be a bar to anybody going ever
again.

Then, if you think that’s the subject, then
the second point I want to make to you is
this. It’s an important election; it ought to
be about what we're going to do with our
prosperity. Point number two, there are real
and profound differences between the par-
ties. This does not have to be an election
where, like all too many in the past, we see
one exercise after another in character assas-
sination, where you think you don’t really
have a campaign unless you can convince the
people that your opponent is just one step
above being a bank robber. That is not true.

You can start with the Presidency and go
to the Senate races and the House races and
say, “You know, we've got perfectly present-
able candidates here, but there are real dif-
ferences.” That's my second point. It’s a big
election; there are real differences.

Now, here’s my third point. We're the only
party who wants you to know what the dif-
ferences are. [Laughter] And I suppose I
should take that as a great compliment. But
you need to understand, and you need to talk
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to people. That's why these Senators are
here. You wouldn’t be here if you didn’t un-
derstand that. But there are profound con-
sequences. The next President is going to ap-
point somewhere between two and four Jus-
tices of the Supreme Court. And both of
them bring commitments to the Presidency
about those appointments. And they are dif-
ferent. And the Congress will have to ratify
or reject those decisions—the Senate, alone.
That’s just one example.

I'll give you another example. I was the
first leader of any nation in the world to sign
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, a
dream of President Eisenhower and Presi-
dent Kennedy and President Johnson. Every
President for the last 50 years has longed for
the day when we could ban nuclear testing,
so we could keep other countries from be-
coming nuclear powers. And it now happens
at a time when our own experts tell us, be-
cause of those of you in the high-tech busi-
ness who are involved in weapons, we can
simulate testing, and we don’t have to test
anymore.

So banning nuclear testing makes the
world a lot safer place. That’s what I believe.
The Republican Senate voted against the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. They made
us the only major country in the world to
reject the Test Ban Treaty—America, alone.
Everybody else said it’s the right thing to
do—except India and Pakistan haven’t come
along yet, and I went over there to try to
stop a conflict that could go into a nuclear
war, pleading with them to stop it, when our
own Senate said, “Oh, let’s go on and test.
Who cares?”

Now, this affects the lives your children
are going to lead. In the future, you're going
to have to worry about, when I'm long gone,
not just the United States and Russia, but
whether terrorists in other states are going
to use the tools of modern technology, which
make everything smaller, to bring many
weapons of mass destruction—nuclear,
chemical, and biological—around. I think we
missed a terrific opportunity not to lead the
world toward a safer place. We turned
around and walked away from 50 years of
Republican and Democratic history. And we
better reverse it. We ought to ratify the Test
Ban Treaty. Your decisions on the White

June 19 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000

House and the Senate will determine wheth-
er we do. And you need to make up your—
[inaudible].

I'll give you a few other examples. We're
for a comprehensive Patients’ Bill of Rights.
Some of us—I'm strongly supportive of the
right kind of managed care, but I think that
the patients ought to come first. Theyre
against the Patients’ Bill of Rights. We be-
lieve we ought to add a prescription drug
benefit to Medicare that all of our seniors
can afford and have a chance to buy. They
don’t favor that. I could just go on and on
and on.

We believe we ought to tackle the problem
of climate change. Some of their Members
still think it's some sort of subversive plot
to wreck the American economy. In the dig-
ital economy, much of which is represented
on this porch tonight, it is now no longer
necessary to put more greenhouse gases into
the atmosphere around Austin, Texas, for
people to grow wealthier. In fact, for the first
time in history we can grow wealthier by im-
proving the environment instead of polluting
it. That’s what we believe. They don’t agree
with us about that.

Now, you may think that’s a pretty esoteric
subject. I don’t. The children in this audience
tonight will find in 20 to 30 years that will
be one of the two or three most important
issues they have to face, unless we turn it
around right now. It’s a big issue. There are
consequences in this election.

On the matter of public safety, I think you
all know that I am not the favorite person
of Charlton Heston or his executive director,
Wayne LaPierre. [Laughter] But all they can
do is shout generalities, because there hasn’t
been a single hunter miss a day in the deer
woods because of me in 7% years. [Laugh-
ter] T listened to all that when I signed the
Brady bill, when I signed the assault weapons
ban.

And now, we believe that there should be
no guns around children, that don’t have trig-
ger locks. We believe that large ammunition
clips ought not to be imported into America
to evade our assault weapons ban. We believe
that a crook shouldn’t be able to get a gun
at a gun show that the crook can’t get at the
gun store without a background check.
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Now, these are not radical things, but what
I want to tell you—this is an interesting argu-
ment, because it’s not like there’s no evi-
dence here. The same crowd that’s against
this told me 7 years ago, when I signed the
Brady bill, that all it would do is inconven-
ience legitimate gun owners and be a terrible
burden, and it wouldn’t help anything. Well,
a half a million felons, fugitives, and stalkers
later who didn’t get handguns because of
what the Brady bill required in the back-
ground check, we have a 35 percent decline
in gun crime. And, I'll say again, not a single
Texas hunter has missed a day in the deer
woods. They are wrong about this, and
there’s a difference about this.

And I don’t care how low the crime rate
has gone; anybody that thinks this country
is safe enough has not spent enough time
where the crime rate is high. We ought to
keep going until this is the safest big country
in the world. We owe it to our kids.

We think—TI'll just say one other thing. I
believe that one of the reasons America has
done so well is that our prosperity has been
broadly shared, that we've had over 22 mil-
lion new jobs, that we've got the lowest mi-
nority unemployment rate among Hispanics
and African-Americans ever recorded. We
favor raising the minimum wage because we
need it, and they don’t. We favor dramatically
increasing what's called the earned-income
tax credit, which is an income tax refund to
poor working people with children, especially
those with three or more kids, and they don’t.

Now, this is not negative. You should listen
to them and let them tell you why theyre
against what we're for. But we should not
be under any illusions that there are no con-
sequences to this election. If you want the
prosperity to continue, you should know that
there are two different approaches. If you
want us to be sure we can guarantee excel-
lence in education to every young person,
you should know there are two different ap-
proaches. If you want working people to have
a chance to succeed at work and raising their
kids, whether they work at one of your won-
derful companies or whether they work in
this hot weather serving your food tonight,
there are two different approaches.

And so I say, all T can ask you to do be-
tween now and the election is to help our
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people, but talk to other people. And don’t
let the American people—I don’t mean just
here in Austin or in Texas, but I mean all
over the country where you have friends—
people must understand. All I want to know
is that when I walk out the door on January
20th, the American people took this election
seriously. They understood that we turned
this country around, that we had the chance
of a lifetime, that there were differences, and
they understood what the differences were.
And in their own heart and mind, they voted
to build the future of our dreams for our
children. And I know if that happens, every-
thing’s going to be all right.
Thank you, and God bless you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 7:12 p.m. at a pri-
vate residence. In his remarks, he referred to din-
ner hosts Tom and Lynn Meredith; former Lt.
Gov. Ben F. Barnes of Texas and his wife,
Melanie; Roy M. Spence, Jr., founder and presi-
dent, GSD&M ad agency, and his wife, Mary;
Mayor Kirk P. Watson of Austin; former Gov. Ann
Richards of Texas; former Texas Land Commis-
sioner Garry Mauro; author Liz Carpenter, co-
founder, National Women’s Political Caucus;
Bernard (B.) Rapoport, chairman emeritus and
founder, American Income Life Insurance Co.,
and his wife, Audrey; former Texas State Attorney
General Dan Morales; former State Comptroller
John Sharp; Luci Baines Johnson, daughter of
President Lyndon B. Johnson; musician Lyle
Lovett; and Charlton Heston, president, and
Wayne LaPierre, executive vice president, Na-
tional Rifle Association.

Memorandum on United States-
Israel Cooperation on Affordable
Housing and Community
Development

June 19, 2000

Memorandum for the Secretary of State, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development

Subject: U.S.-Israel Cooperation on
Affordable Housing and Community
Development

In order to enlarge the framework for pol-
icy research studies on affordable housing
and related community development, one of
our most pressing domestic problems, and
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to strengthen relations with the State of
Israel for the mutual benefit of the citizens
of both countries, I hereby direct the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
to begin discussions with the Government of
Israel on issues pertaining to affordable hous-
ing and community development, with the
aim of establishing a binational commission
to structure a cooperative exchange program
in this field. The Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development shall convene and chair
the American side of this binational commis-
sion, and the membership should be com-
posed of experts active in housing policy,
mortgage markets, residential construction
technology, economic development, neigh-
borhood revitalization, and related fields of
research and practice vital to the health and
well-being of towns and cities. All activity un-
dertaken pursuant to this memorandum shall
be coordinated with the Department of
State.

William J. Clinton

NoOTE: This memorandum was released by the Of-
fice of the Press Secretary on June 20. An original
was not available for verification of the content
of this memorandum.

Remarks at a Welcoming Ceremony
for King Mohamed VI of Morocco

June 20, 2000

Your Majesty, members of the Moroccan
delegation, ladies and gentlemen, on behalf
of the United States, I am delighted to wel-
come the King of Morocco to America.

Your Majesty, as we were just discussing,
it was 22 years ago when the people of the
United States first welcomed you to this
House, when you came as Crown Prince with
your father, His Majesty King Hassan II
Today we welcome you back in the same
spirit of friendship that has joined our two
nations since the beginning of the American
republic.

Your Majesty, America will never forget
that in 1777, the first nation in the world
to recognize the United States was the King-
dom of Morocco. Ten years later, our two
countries approved a treaty of peace and
friendship, which today remains the longest

June 20 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000

unbroken treaty of its kind in all history. In
the days since, we have stood together to live
up to that treaty’s ideals and to secure its
blessings for others.

During the Second World War, more than
300,000 Moroccans fought alongside the Al-
lies against Nazi tyranny. Today, Moroccan
soldiers stand shoulder to shoulder with
Americans as we keep the peace in both Bos-
nia and Kosovo. Morocco’s location has made
it a bridge between east and west. Morocco’s
leadership has made it a bridge between peo-

les.

P During the Second World War, King
Mohamed V resisted efforts to target and
capture Moroccan Jews. In our time, King
Hassan worked hard to bring people together
to secure a comprehensive peace for the peo-
ple of the Middle East. He reminded us of
the ancient wisdom of the Koran that if two
groups of believers fight each other, we
should endeavor to reconcile them. He
helped bring us closer than we have ever
been to a real and lasting peace.

Your Majesty, I was proud to walk with
the people of Morocco on that sad day last
July, when we crossed the city of Rabat to
lay your father to rest. Providence called
upon you to be one of the voices of a new
generation of Arab leaders, and you have re-
sponded with courage and conviction, heal-
ing old wounds, promoting democracy, lifting
those left behind, touching the hearts of your
people. Morocco is a sterling example of Is-
lamic tolerance, a force for peace, rooted in
the common values of humanity.

In the 20th century, Morocco helped to
make the world safe for democracy. In the
21st century, let us, together, make it also
safe for diversity.

On the day that he died, His Majesty King
Hassan, had a letter sitting on his desk ready
to be signed, a letter he had asked to be
drafted, that reaffirmed what he called, “our
shared principles of freedom and solidarity,
and our unshakable belief in the values of
democracy, peace, prosperity, and progress.”
That letter was written on the very same kind
of parchment as the letter passed between
Sultan Mohammed IIT and President George
Washington, more than two centuries ago.
Your Majesty, in the days ahead, may we af-
firm that letter and our old, old friendship
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with deeds, as well as words. May the part-
nership between our nations continue to
show the way for the rest of the world.

Your Majesty, we are honored that you are
here. We are honored by the way you rep-
resent your nation and the potential we have
to build on our rich, long partnership. Wel-
come to the White House. Welcome to
America.

NoTE: The President spoke at 10:24 a.m. on the
South Lawn at the White House, where King
Mohamed VI was accorded a formal welcome with
full military honors. The transcript released by the
Office of the Press Secretary also included the
remarks of King Mohamed VI.

Remarks on the District of Columbia
College Access Act

June 20, 2000

Thank you very much. Well, this is a very
happy day. Welcome. I'd like to thank Rep-
resentatives Eleanor Holmes Norton, Tom
Davis, and Jim Moran for their role in this
day; and Secretary Riley; OMB Director
Lew, especially for his role as the Chair of
the Federal DC Interagency Task Force.
And T'd like to thank Grant Stockdale, who
first proposed this idea several years ago.

I am sorry that Mayor Williams couldn’t
be with us today, but the city is very well
represented. And I want to welcome the uni-
versity presidents from George Mason, Trin-
ity, Bowie State, and Delaware State who are
here today, as well as students they’ll be wel-
coming because of the DC College Access
Act. We also have some of the educators and
parents who helped get these children to col-
lege, and the leaders of the DC College Ac-
cess program who are raising private funds
to help local students meet all the costs of
a university education.

Medicare Prescription Drug Coverage

I want to talk in a moment about all that
you have done together, but because this is
my only opportunity to be with the press
today, I want to say just a few words about
another issue where your example of biparti-
sanship could stand us in good stead, and
that is our stewardship of the Medicare pro-
gram.
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This week the House is preparing to vote
on a proposal for a prescription drug benefit
for older Americans and people with disabil-
ities. Unfortunately, in my opinion at least,
the private insurance drug plan does not
achieve that objective, of giving affordable,
dependable coverage to every senior who
needs it. At the same time, we have to face
the challenge of making sure we pay the
Medicare providers enough so they can give
our seniors the high quality care they de-
serve.

Payments are too low in important areas,
and Medicare patients are at risk. Some think
we have to choose between the prescription
drug benefit and adequate quality care. But
because of our remarkable prosperity, I be-
lieve we can do both, especially given the
present strength of the Medicare Trust
Fund. And I think we should do it right.

Today I am proposing to dedicate $40 bil-
lion over the next 10 years to ensure that
our providers can continue to provide quality
care. I think all of us recognize, and I do
think this is a bipartisan recognition, that
when we passed the Balanced Budget Act
of ’97, we did not provide adequate funding
for the medical providers of the country, and
this will help, by increasing Medicare pay-
ments to hospitals, teaching facilities, nursing
homes, and the home health care programs,
so that Medicare patients can get what they
need.

My proposal also endorses Vice President
Gore’s initiatives to say for the very first time,
the Medicare surplus will be off-budget, like
the Social Security surplus, and therefore,
can no longer be diverted for other purposes.
Under the Vice President’s plan, Medicare
must be saved for paying down the debt in
order to strengthen the life of the Medicare
program.

Today the House is voting on a proposal
that embraces this concept and takes an im-
portant step toward achieving the goal. And
I'm very pleased, and again, I think it will
have strong bipartisan support. I hope it will
be strengthened in the Senate, so there will
be absolutely no question that any loophole
can allow the money to be spent in other
ways.
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District of Columbia College Assess Act

Now, just as we bear a heavy responsibility
to our seniors, we also have perhaps an even
heavier one to our young people, to do all
we can to prepare them for the future. More
and more, that requires that we offer every
student the chance to go to college. In the
coming years, the number of new jobs re-
quiring a bachelor’s degree will actually grow
twice as fast as the jobs that require only a
high school diploma. Over the course of a
career, someone with a college degree today
will earn, on average, $600,000 more than
someone with a high school diploma.

I have often said that I was the first person
to go to college in my family, and I couldn’t
have done it without not only help from my
family but without loans, scholarships, and
jobs. Those things enabled me to have oppor-
tunities my parents’ generation did not have,
and without them, clearly, I wouldn't be
standing here today making these remarks.
So I think, like everyone in Congress who's
been through the same experience, we want
to make sure that the next generation has
the same opportunity.

For years, too many of this city—our Cap-
ital City’s young people have been left be-
hind, not because they didn’t have the ability
but because they didn’t have the resources
to go on to college. This fall things will be
different. Thanks to a remarkable coalition
of business leaders, city and Federal officials,
Republicans and Democrats, working to-
gether, many of them here today, the chil-
dren of Washington will have the chance to
go to public colleges around the country at
in-State rates or get some help to go to a
private school close to home.

The District of Columbia College Access
Act makes the playing field a little more level
for the children of Washington, DC. More
students and parents will know that if they
study hard and believe in themselves, the
doors of college and the opportunity college
brings will be open to them. And more mid-
dle income families will find that our great
Nation’s Capital is also a great place to live
and raise their own children.

This fall more than a thousand young peo-
ple, many of whom might never have had
the chance, will get the help to go to college.
We're paying the difference between in-State
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and out-of-State tuition, sometimes as high
as $10,000 a year. And we're providing
$2,500 for young people who have chosen
to attend local private colleges.

Washington businesses are helping many
of these children pay for the costs of col-
lege—the other costs—and they've helped
increase funding for the University of the
District of Columbia, as well. This is a great
example of what we can do if we put aside
our differences to work toward a common
goal. Tt is one of the best investments we
could ever make.

One of the things that I am proudest of
in my service as President is that we've had
the opportunity to have the biggest expansion
in college aid since the GI bill 50 years ago—
expanded Pell grants, which many young
Washingtonians use, education IRA’s, the
$1,500 HOPE scholarship tax credit, and the
lifetime learning tax credit for the third and
fourth years of college and graduate school
and adult education. And now I've asked
Congress to pass a college opportunity tax
cut that would allow every family to deduct
up to $10,000 of college tuition from their
income tax every year.

We have the resources now. The question
is whether we have the vision and will to give
all our children a shot at living their dreams.
This bill indicates that we do. And again, I
want to thank these Representatives here,
who played a leading role, and all of you who
helped to pass this bill.

I'd like to now ask Dr. Alan Merten, the
president of George Mason University; Zack
Gamble; Secretary Riley; and Representa-
tives Norton, Davis, Moran; and Jack Lew
to come forward. I want to tell you that Zack
Gamble is a young man who did well in col-
lege and was acceptable—accepted—accept-
able and accepted—(laughter]—into several
colleges. The DC College Access Act is mak-
ing it possible for him to go to George Mason
this fall to study computer science. We're
going to present his tuition check now. It is
just the first of many.

Zack, congratulations. And to all the other
young people here, congratulations to you.
Good luck to you. God bless you. And now,
in the immortal words of that great movie,
we're going to show you the money. [Laugh-
ter]
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NoTE: The President spoke at 2:23 p.m. in the
Roosevelt Room at the White House. In his re-
marks, he referred to Mayor Anthony A. Williams
of the District of Columbia; Evan S. Dobelle,
president, Trinity College; Calvin W. Lowe, presi-
dent, Bowie State University; and William B.
DeLauder, president, Delaware State University.

Radio Remarks on Signing the
Agricultural Risk Protection Act
of 2000

June 20, 2000

Today I'm signing into law the Agriculture
Risk Protection Act, which makes the Fed-
eral crop insurance system more inclusive
and affordable. The bill also includes $7.2
billion in emergency farm assistance to help
farmers suffering from plummeting crop
prices.

While this bill is important, it still fails to
fix what is plainly an unsuccessful farm pol-
icy. We should be targeting assistance where
it’s truly needed instead of making payments
to farmers who haven’t planted a crop and
don’t need our help. That's why we need to
revise, revamp, and improve the 1996 free-
dom to farm bill—to build a safety net that
adequately protects our Nation’s farmers.

NoTE: The President’s remarks were recorded at
approximately 11:30 a.m. on June 19 in Room 200
at the Joseph C. Lanzetta School (Public School
96) in New York City for later broadcast. The tran-
script was released by the Office of the Press Sec-
retary on June 20. These remarks were also made
available on the White House Press Office Actu-
ality Line. H.R. 2559, approved June 20, was as-
signed Public Law No. 106-224.

Statement on Signing the
Agricultural Risk Protection
Act of 2000

June 20, 2000

Today I have signed into law H.R. 2559,
the “Agricultural Risk Protection Act of
2000,” which authorizes permanent reforms
to the crop insurance program, provides tem-
porary farm income assistance in FY 2000,
and provides funding and authorities for
other agricultural and nutrition programs for
FY 2001.
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I support the reform of the crop insurance
program that is included in this bill, because
it is generally consistent with principles my
Administration has advocated over the last
2 years. I have heard many farmers say that
the crop insurance program was simply not
a good value for them, providing too little
coverage for too much money. My FY 2001
budget proposal and this bill directly address
that problem by making higher insurance
coverage more affordable, which should also
mitigate the need for ad hoc crop loss dis-
aster assistance such as we have seen for the
last 3 years. The reforms in this bill will put
risk management where it belongs: in the
hands of producers. The bill will also expand
coverage to more crops and provide incen-
tives for new insurance product develop-
ment, which will extend risk management to
more producers and foster innovation in the
risk management marketplace.

The bill includes a number of other provi-
sions that I also support. The bill expands
research authorities and funding for biomass
and bioproducts, including next-generation
ethanol, which will benefit producers by in-
creasing the demand for agricultural prod-
ucts, and will diversify rural economies while
cleaning our air and fighting global warming.
The bill also provides income assistance to
producers of a number of different crops,
such as fruit and vegetable growers, and pro-
ducers whose crop and pasture land has been
flooded. In addition, the bill includes impor-
tant reforms I requested to the Child and
Adult Care Food Program and allows the use
of school lunch application data to identify
more children eligible for Medicaid and the
State Children’s Health Insurance Program.

However, I am signing H.R. 2559 with res-
ervations because its income assistance com-
ponent is not targeted, is counter-cyclical,
and does not require recipients to enroll in
crop insurance. If there was any doubt that
the 1996 Farm Bill failed to provide an ade-
quate farm safety net, it should be dispelled
by this bill that provides significant supple-
mental farm income assistance for the third
year in a row.

As T said when I signed the 1996 bill, the
fixed Agricultural Marketing Transition Act
(AMTA) payments simply do not adjust to
changes in crop prices or revenues, and the
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prolonged financial stress in the farm sector
has required the Congress to repeatedly step
in on an ad hoc basis to supplement farm
bill assistance. To respond to the needs of
producers suffering from continuing low
crop prices and inadequate farm bill assist-
ance, and to provide a sensible approach for
the reauthorization of the farm bill in 2002,
I proposed counter-cyclical farm income as-
sistance in my FY 2001 Budget, which would
provide higher payments on those crops with
the most depressed prices and revenues. I
am disappointed that the Congress did not
adopt this proposal, and instead chose again
simply to double the AMTA payments with-
out regard to the hardships facing individual
producers this year. Payments in this bill will
be based on what producers grew prior to
1996, not what they are growing now, and
some payment recipients may not even be
growing covered crops anymore, having
switched to other commodities or livestock
production. We need to move beyond this
kind of untargeted, patchwork fix to secure
a stronger, more reliable farm safety net that
provides dependable assistance to family
farmers based on their current farm income.

Another crucial component of my farm
safety net proposal is to significantly increase
funds for conservation programs, such as the
Conservation and Wetlands Reserve Pro-
grams, and a new Conservation Security Pro-
gram. These programs can boost farm in-
come to a wide range of producers, while
providing environmental benefits for all
Americans. I am disappointed that virtually
no funds were included for these programs,
and I will continue to seek substantially in-
creased funding for them this year. Addition-
ally, we want to work with the Congress to
prevent an unintended sequester.

This bill’s farm income assistance will help
many producers get through what is shaping
up to be another tough year, and the crop
insurance reforms should enhance pro-
ducers’ ability to survive natural disasters for
years to come. But I would hope that the
experience of the last 3 years has taught those
who shape farm policy on Capitol Hill—as
farm families across the country have learned
first-hand the hard way—that we need to
build a stronger, better farm safety net on
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which American producers, their families,
and communities can depend.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
June 20, 2000.

NotE: H.R. 2559, approved June 20, was assigned
Public Law No. 106-224.

Statement on European Security and
Defense Policy

June 20, 2000

I welcome the progress the European
Union made at the Feira Summit to develop
a common European security and defense
policy. It will strengthen Europe’s ability—
and responsibility—to act in times of crisis.
It will improve cooperation between the Eu-
ropean Union and NATO. It will advance
European unity while maintaining the vitality
of the transatlantic alliance. I look forward
to early implementation of the agreed steps,
including the establishment of NATO-EU
working groups and regular meetings with
non-EU allies.

I also welcome the EU’s commitment to
create a standing roster of police officers who
can be deployed to support peacekeeping
missions. As we have seen in Bosnia and
Kosovo, there is a critical need for inter-
national civilian police who can fill the gap
between local police and military peace-
keepers in countries emerging from conflict.
We will continue to work with Europe to en-
sure such forces can deploy rapidly when
they are needed.

Statement on Senate Action
on Hate Crimes Legislation

June 20, 2000

Today the Senate held a historic and long-
overdue vote on hate crimes legislation. I ap-
plaud the Senate for passing this crucial
measure, and recognize the efforts of Senator
Kennedy on this important issue. This
amendment recognizes that hate crimes are
different from other crimes. When Ameri-
cans are targeted just because of who they
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are—whether because of race, color, reli-
gion, national origin, gender, sexual orienta-
tion, or disability—they hurt more. These
crimes affect entire communities and strike
at the heart of our American system of val-
ues. This important legislation sends a mes-
sage that everyone is protected under the
law.

This legislation also recognizes that State
and local law enforcement still have primary
responsibility for investigating and pros-
ecuting hate crimes. It provides much need-
ed assistance for State and local law enforce-
ment agencies. It provides financial assist-
ance through grants and help with investiga-
tions and prosecutions so that Federal, State,
and local law enforcement can work together
to ensure that perpetrators of hate crimes are
brought to justice. In addition, the legislation
ensures that Federal law enforcement offi-
cers confer with State and local law enforce-
ment before bringing a case in Federal court.

Today a majority of the Senate has spoken.
We must all work together to ensure that this
amendment is not removed during con-
ference. I urge all Members of Congress to
send me this legislation to sign into law.

Statement on the Death of Former
Prime Minister Noboru Takeshita
of Japan

June 20, 2000

I was saddened to learn of the death of
former Prime Minister Noboru Takeshita
and wish to extend my condolences to his
wife, Naoko, his daughters, and the Japanese
people. Mr. Takeshita was a strong supporter
of close U.S.-Japan relations and a good
friend of the United States.

Statement on House of
Representatives Action on Tobacco
Legislation

June 20, 2000

I am very pleased that the House of Rep-
resentatives reversed its position in favor of
tobacco companies and today passed an
amendment to advance public health by sid-
ing with American veterans and taxpayers.
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The House decision today to reconsider
its support of tobacco companies clears the
path for the Veterans Administration to help
support tobacco litigation, which could mean
billions of dollars to improve veterans med-
ical care. I applaud the perseverance of a bi-
partisan group, led by Representative Henry
Waxman, Representative Lane Evans, Rep-
resentative Jim Hansen, Representative Mar-
tin  Meehan, Representative  Debbie
Stabenow, Representative David Obey, and
Representative Lloyd Doggett, whose efforts
in past days have resulted in this significant
victory.

In the coming days and weeks, there will
be other attempts by Congress to block the
Federal Government’s tobacco litigation with
riders supported by tobacco companies. This
bipartisan victory should be a model for Con-
gress. The legal responsibility of the tobacco
companies should be decided in the courts
by the judicial process. I call upon Congress
to reject the interests of big tobacco and per-
mit justice to run its course.

Remarks at a State Dinner Honoring
King Mohamed VI of Morocco

June 20, 2000

Ladies and gentlemen, Your Majesty,
members of the Moroccan delegation, wel-
come all of you to the White House this
evening. No foreign guest is more deserving
of a warm welcome here than King
Mohamed.

Your Majesty, as I said this morning, it is
well known that when the 13 separate States
of America declared themselves the United
States, your ancestor, Sultan Sidi Mohamed,
was the very first sovereign to recognize our
new Nation.

The greatest heroes of our early history
were the strongest proponents of friendship
with Morocco. The treaty of friendship be-
tween our Nations was urged on Congress
by Benjamin Franklin, drafted by Thomas
Jefferson, signed by John Adams, and af-
firmed by George Washington in a letter to
the Sultan. Our treaty of friendship is the
oldest American treaty of its kind still en-
forced today.
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In the two centuries since it was first
signed, we have seen much to admire and
be grateful for in our friendship. As the Arab
nation which lies closest to the West, you
have been a bridge across cultures. You have
a proud tradition of independence, known
the world over for your generosity and hospi-
tality. The oldest property owned by America
on foreign soil is one of the most beautiful
buildings in Tangier, a gift to our country
from yours.

Your Majesty, Hillary and Chelsea have
visited your country three times now. They
have been charmed again and again by the
special character of Morocco, the warmth
and hospitality of your people, the beauty of
the mountains and the Madinahs, and espe-
cially, your generosity of spirit.

For centuries, your land has been a model
of religious tolerance. When she was there,
Hillary asked people throughout your coun-
try, “Where did you learn this tolerance?”
And over and over again they said, “We
learned it from our parents.” In Morocco,
Your Majesty, that appears to be especially
true of kings.

During World War II, your wise and cou-
rageous grandfather blocked efforts of the
Vichy government to identify and label
Moroccan Jews. Decades later, your father
bravely opened a dialog with Israel, paved
the way for the Camp David accords, and
proved it is possible to be commander of the
faithful and a bridge between faiths.

I was honored and humbled to represent
the United States in Rabat last year to show
our respect and affection for your father. I
will never forget setting forth on foot from
the Royal Palace to the mausoleum and see-
ing hundreds of thousands, indeed, millions,
of mourners on rooftops and treetops and
along the side streets, surging toward the cor-
tege, expressing their deep devotion to him.

I am pleased to tell you tonight that we
are establishing, in honor of your father, the
King Hassan II Memorial Scholarship Pro-
gram to enable students from Morocco to
study here in America, and to study subjects
close to the King’s heart: international affairs
and conflict resolution.

The people of Morocco also have immense
devotion to you, Your Majesty. You have em-
phasized the need to improve schools for
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children and create jobs for their parents.
You have moved to heal old wounds, promote
political freedoms, protect human rights, and
reach out to your people.

You have shown the courage and vision to
elevate Morocco as a model of openness,
prosperity, and inclusion. This is vital, not
only for Morocco but also for people far be-
yond your borders. Friends of peace and tol-
erance are needed now, perhaps more than
ever, as we approach the moment of truth
in the Middle East peace process.

Your Majesty, America is eager to continue
and to deepen our two-century-old friend-
ship. We are eager to work with you toward
a world of greater hope and understanding
across cultures and continents. In that spirit,
we welcome you again to the land shown
such favor by your forefathers.

Welcome to America. Thank you for your
friendship, and may it last forever.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 9:24 p.m. in a pavil-
ion on the South Lawn at the White House. The
transcript released by the Office of the Press Sec-
retary also included the remarks of King
Mohamed VI.

Remarks on Presenting the
Congressional Medal of Honor to
Asian-American Heroes of World
War 11

June 21, 2000

Chaplain Hicks; distinguished Members of
the Senate and the House who are here in
large numbers; Secretary and Mrs. Cohen;
Secretary and Mrs. West; Secretary Shalala;
other members of the administration who are
here, I thank all of you for being here on
this profoundly important day.

In early 1945 a young Japanese-American
of the 442d Regimental Combat Team lay
dead on a hill in southern France—the cas-
ualty of fierce fighting with the Germans. A
chaplain went up to pray over him, to bless
him, to bring him back down. As the chaplain
later said, “T found a letter in his pocket. The
soldier had just learned that some vandals
in California had burned down his father’s
home and barn in the name of patriotism.
And yet, this young man had volunteered for
every patrol he could go on.”
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In a few moments I will ask the military
aides to read individual citations, detailing
the extraordinary bravery of 22 Asian-Amer-
ican soldiers—some still with us, some to be
represented by family members. We recog-
nize them today with our Nation’s highest
military honor, the Medal of Honor. They
risked their lives, above and beyond the call
of duty. And in so doing, they did more than
defend America; in the face of painful preju-
dice, they helped to define America at its
best.

We have many distinguished Americans
here today—Members of the Senate and
House, including at least one Medal of
Honor winner, Senator Kerrey. We have
former Senators and House Members here.
But there is one person I would like to intro-
duce and ask to stand because, in a profound
and fundamental way, he stands on the shoul-
ders of these whom we honor today, and all
those who have worked for 50 years to set
the record straight. Ladies and gentlemen,
I would like to recognize the Chief of Staff
of the United States Army, General Eric
Shinseki.

Immediately following Pearl Harbor, Japa-
nese-Americans in the United States military
were forced to surrender their weapons. Na-
tional Guardsmen were dismissed; volun-
teers were rejected; draft-age youth were
classified as, quote, “enemy aliens.” Execu-
tive Order 9066 authorized military com-
manders to force more than 100,000
Japanese-Americans from their homes and
farms and businesses onto trains and buses
and into camps, where they were placed be-
hind barbed wire in tar-paper barracks, in
places like Manzanar, Heart Mountain,
Topaz. I am sad to say that one of the most
compelling marks of my youth is that one
of those was in my home State.

One resident of the camps remembers his
85-year-old grandmother standing in line for
food with her tin cup and plate. Another re-
members only watchtowers, guards, guilt,
and fear. Another has spent years telling her
children, “No, grandfather was not a spy.”

The astonishing fact is that young men of
Japanese descent, both in Hawaii and on the
mainland, were still willing, even eager, to
take up arms to defend America.
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In 1942 a committee of the Army rec-
ommended against forming a combat unit of
Japanese-Americans, citing, and I quote, “the
universal distrust in which they are held.”
Yet, Americans of Japanese ancestry, joined
by others of good faith, pressed the issue,
and a few months later President Roosevelt
authorized a combat team of Japanese-Amer-
ican volunteers.

In approving the unit, FDR said, “Ameri-
canism is a matter of the mind and heart.
Americanism is not, and never was, a matter
of race or ancestry.” That statement from
President Roosevelt, so different from the
Executive order of just a year before, showed
a nation pulled between its highest ideals and
its darkest fears. We were not only fighting
for freedom and equality abroad, we were
also in a struggle here at home over whether
America would be defined narrowly, on the
basis of race, or broadly, on the basis of
shared values and ideals.

When young Japanese-American men vol-
unteered enthusiastically, some Americans
were puzzled. But those who volunteered
knew why. Their own country had dared to
question their patriotism, and they would not
rest until they had proved their loyalty.

As sons set off to war, so many mothers
and fathers told them, “Live if you can; die
if you must; but fight always with honor, and
never, ever bring shame on your family or
your country.”

Rarely has a nation been so well served
by a people it had so ill-treated. For their
numbers and length of service, the Japanese-
Americans of the 442d Regimental Combat
Team, including the 100th Infantry Battalion,
became the most decorated unit in American
military history. By the end of the war, Amer-
ica’s military leaders in Europe all wanted
these men under their command. Their
motto was “Go for Broke.” They risked it
all to win it all.

They created a custom of reverse
AWOL—wounded soldiers left their hospital
beds against doctors’ order to return to bat-
tle. They were veterans of seven brutal cam-
paigns. They fought in Italy to overwhelm
entrenched German positions that blocked
the path north. They fought in France and
liberated towns that still remember them
with memorials. They took 800 casualties in
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just 5 days of continuous combat in southern
France, to rescue the lost battalion of Texas
which had been surrounded by German
troops.

As their heroic efforts forced back the
Nazis in Europe, news of their patriotism
began to beat back prejudice in America. But
prejudice is a stubborn foe. Captain Daniel
Inouye, back from the war, in full uniform,
decorated with the Distinguished Service
Cross, the Bronze Star, Purple Heart with
Cluster, and 12 other medals and citations,
tried to get a haircut and was told, “We don’t
cut Jap hair.” As Captain Inouye said later,
“I was tempted to break up the place,” but
he had already done all the fighting he need-
ed to do.

People across the country had learned of
his heroism and that of his colleagues, and
loyal Americans were eager to teach others
the difference between patriotism and preju-
dice. A group of Army veterans who knew
firsthand the heroism of Japanese-American
soldiers, attacked prejudice in a letter to the
Des Moines Register. It said, “When you
have seen these boys blown to bits, going
through shellfire that others refused to go
through, that is the time to voice your opin-
ion, not before.”

In Los Angeles, a Japanese-American sol-
dier boarded a bus in full uniform, as a pas-
senger hurled a racial slur. The driver heard
the remark, stopped the bus, and said, “Lady,
apologize to this American soldier or get off
my bus.” This defense of our ideals here at
home was inspired by the courage of Japa-
nese-Americans in battle.

Senator Inouye, you wrote that your father
told you as you left at age 18 to join the Army
and fight a war that the Inouyes owe an
unrepayable debt to America. If I may say
so, sir, more than half a century later, Amer-
ica owes an unrepayable debt to you and your
colleagues.

Fifty-four summers ago, just a few steps
from this very spot, President Truman greet-
ed the returning members of the 442d and
told them, “You fought, not only the enemy
but you fought prejudice, and you have won.”
Let us not also forget that Americans of Japa-
nese, Korean, Chinese, and Filipino descent,
along with Alaskan natives, all faced the same
blind prejudice.
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That is why we are proud to honor here
today the service of Second Lieutenant Ru-
dolph B. Davila, an American of Filipino and
Spanish descent, who risked his life to help
break through the German lines near Anzio;
and Captain Francis Wai, an American of
Chinese descent, who gave his life securing
an important beachhead in the Philippine Is-
lands. Americans of Asian descent did much
more than prove they were Americans; they
made our Nation more American. They
pushed us toward that more perfect Union
of our Founders’ dreams.

The report of the Presidential Commission
on Wartime Relocation and Internment of
Civilians, some 20 years ago now, called in-
ternment an injustice, based on “race preju-
dice, war hysteria, and a failure of political
leadership.” It prescribed several steps for
redress, including an apology from the Con-
gress and the President.

Some years later, many leaders backed leg-
islation sponsored by Senator Daniel Akaka,
to review the combat records of Asian-Amer-
icans in World War II to determine if any
deserving service members had been passed
over for the Medal of Honor. The review
found, indeed, that some extraordinarily
brave soldiers never did receive the honors
they clearly had earned.

So today America awards 22 of them the
Medal of Honor. They risked their lives on
their own initiative, sometimes even against
orders, to take out machine guns, give aid
to wounded soldiers, draw fire, pinpoint the
enemy, protect their own. People who can
agree on nothing else fall silent before that
kind of courage.

But it is long past time to break the silence
about their courage, to put faces and names
with the courage, and to honor it by name:
Davila, Hajiro, Hayashi, Inouye,
Kobashigawa, Okutsu, Sakato, Hasemoto,
Hayashi, Kuroda, Moto, Muranaga, Nakae,
Nakamine, Nakamura, Nishimoto, Ohata,
Okubo, Ono, Otani, Tanouye, Wai. These
American soldiers, with names we at long last
recognize as American names, made an im-
pact that soars beyond the force of any battle.
They left a lasting imprint on the meaning
of America. They didn’t give up on our coun-
try, even when too many of their countrymen
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and women had given up on them. They de-
serve, at the least, the most we can give—
the Medal of Honor.

I would like now to ask the military aides
to read the citations.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 4:45 p.m. in a pavil-
ion on the South Lawn at the White House. In
his remarks, he referred to Brig. Gen. David H.
Hicks, chaplain, USA, who gave the invocation;
Secretary Cohen’s wife, Janet Langhart Cohen;
and Secretary West's wife, Gail.

Videotape Remarks to Participants of
the Scripps Howard National
Spelling Bee

June 21, 2000

I'm glad to have this opportunity to wel-
come all of you to Washington and to the
73d annual National Spelling Bee.

In 1961, when I was about your age, Presi-
dent Kennedy said we should think of edu-
cation as a private hope and dream, which
fulfilled can benefit everyone and strengthen
our Nation. That's even more true today.
Your long list of accomplishments, uncom-
mon dedication, and commitment to learning
will serve as a lifelong asset to you and to
your communities.

Regardless of who wins today, you should
all be proud of your achievements. You've
come a long way. So I join your parents and
your teachers in congratulating you. Your
commitment to excellence spells success in
the years ahead, not just for you but for all
America.

Thank you, and good luck today.

NotE: The address was videotaped at approxi-
mately 5:30 p.m. on May 11 in the Map Room
for later broadcast. A tape was not available for
verification of the content of these remarks.

Statement on the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco, and Firearms Report
June 21, 2000

Today’s report by the Treasury Depart-
ment’s Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms (ATF) demonstrates that our ad-
ministration is tough on gun traffickers who
peddle guns to criminals and young people.

1421

Between July 1996 and December 1998,
ATF initiated more than 1,500 firearms traf-
ficking investigations, resulting in Federal
convictions of 812 criminals to a total of 7,420
years in prison—with an average sentence of
9 years.

Gun trafficking puts thousands of guns
onto our Nation’s streets and contributes Sig-
nificantly to our Nation’s gun violence prob-
lem. The investigations documented in to-
day’s report involved the diversion of more
than 84,000 firearms from the legal to illegal
market. The report shows that loopholes in
our laws help make gun shows and corrupt
gun dealers major channels for gun traf-
ficking. Many of the diverted weapons sup-
plied by traffickers were later used to commit
serious crimes, including homicides, rob-
beries, and assaults. Each gun put into the
hand of a criminal represents the possibility
of one more life lost, one more family de-
stroyed.

Through tough enforcement and smart
prevention, we have reduced gun crime by
35 percent and increased Federal gun pros-
ecutions 16 percent since 1992. There is
more we can do to keep guns out of the
wrong hands. I will continue to press the
Congress to fully fund my $280 million gun
enforcement initiative, to add more ATF
agents and inspectors to crack down on gun
traffickers, corrupt gun dealers, and armed
gun criminals, as well as hire more Federal,
State, and local gun prosecutors to put more
gun criminals behind bars. But Congress
must also close the deadly loopholes in our
laws that make guns accessible to criminals
and children in the first place. Congress
should move forward to close the deadly gun
show loophole once and for all and pass other
stalled commonsense gun measures without
further delay.

Remarks at an Irish-American
Democrats Dinner Honoring
Terence McAuliffe

June 21, 2000

Thank you very much, ladies and gentle-
men. First of all, let me say, I had to rush
over here from another event, and I didn’t
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have time to go change my tie. [Laughter]
I thank you for letting me come anyway.

Thank you, Stella, for everything you said
and for everything you've done these last 4
years. Thank you, Chris Dodd, for being will-
ing to take the chairmanship of the Demo-
cratic Party when they said our party and its
President were dead as a doornail, and we
proved that we had a little Irish left. [Laugh-
ter] And you've been great, and T'll never
be able to thank you enough.

We have some other people here I want
to acknowledge: the best Secretary of Edu-
cation in the history of this country, Dick
Riley is here; Congressman Joe Crowley from
Queens. Congressman Jim Maloney from
Connecticut is here, I think. Where are you,
Jim? [Applause] Lieutenant Governor
Kathleen Kennedy Townsend from Mary-
land.

Let me say—I'm going to do a little pander
here—T'll be bad fooled if someday we're not
out here campaigning for her on the national
ticket.

And now we come to the would-be, want-
to-be Irish—[laughter]—and some very good
friends of Ireland, Senator Chuck Robb of
Virginia. I've said this every place I could,
but one of the things the Irish admire are
people of conscience who do what they think
is right against all the odds. I could make
you a very compelling case that based on his
constituency and the people arrayed against
him, that Chuck Robb is the bravest person
in the United States Senate. He needs your
help to be reelected, and I want you to help
him.

Congressman Donald Payne from New
Jersey, a true friend of ours, thank you. And
Representative Sheila Jackson Lee from
Houston is here. Our present Democratic
chair and the former mayor of Philadelphia,
Ed Rendell. The first time he ran for mayor
he spent half his advertising money trying
to convince people he was Irish. [Laughter]

Then we have, I see John Raffaelli back
there, the Italian-Irish—[laughter|—Tim
Chorba over there; Rashid Chaudary the
Pakistani-Irish—[laughter]. T'm saying this
for a point. I'm getting to McAuliffe here
in a minute. [Laughter] I want to say three

things very briefly.

June 21 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000

First of all, T want to thank you. Thank
you for giving me the chance to serve as
President. Thank you for supporting me.
Thank you for helping us to make America’s
role in the Irish peace process a constructive
one and to do the things that have been done
here in the United States. It’s been an unbe-
lievable experience. We've still got a lot to
do, and it’s also been a lot of fun. And it
wouldn’t have been any of that if T hadn’t
had the support of the American Irish, and
we hadn’t been involved, as we’ve had the
chance to be, in the Irish peace process. It’s
been a wonderful experience, and I'm very
grateful to you.

The second thing I want to say to you is
that the President may get all the blame
when things go wrong, but he also gets the
credit when things go right. And very often
a lot of other people are involved, without
whom none of that would have happened.
And I want to mention two people in par-
ticular because they both need your help.

One is, when I took all that flack for get-
ting involved in the Irish peace process, and
I was being ridiculed by the members of the
other party—Secretary Baker, a man I actu-
ally like quite a lot, did call it “Gullible’s
Travel.” None of the elitists really thought
I ought to do it. But all us blue-collar red-
necks thought it was a pretty good idea.

But I want you to know that it was tough.
And there was a huge part of the permanent
Government that thought I had taken leave
of my senses. And I want you to know that
Al Gore stood with me in that. And you need
to know that.

The second thing I want to say is that I'm
especially proud of the work that my wife
did in Northern Ireland with the Vital Voices,
the women, the Protestant and Catholic
women. And they need your help, and they
deserve it.

And I want to say one other thing about
the peace process. One of the reasons that
I wanted to do this, quite apart from my Irish
roots where the Cassidy family goes back to
Fermanagh—/[inaudible]—and they've given
me a little water color of the 18th century
farmhouse. It’s the oldest house we can find
that has any ties to anybody that’s kin to me
that at least will admit it. [Laughter] When
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I got elected President, I had all these rel-
atives turn up, you know. [Laughter] It was
kind of weird.

I did get a letter, you should know, though,
from an 88-year-old woman in northern Lou-
isiana who explained to me—and she sent
an identical letter to the other person—how
I was the 12th cousin of the great mystery
writer from Mississippi, John Grisham. And
my mother’s parents were Cassidy and
Grisham. And of all the people—and I wrote
John a letter, and he’s a wonderful guy, used
to be a Democratic legislator in Mississippi,
which was almost an oxymoron for a while,
but we're coming back. [Laughter] And I told
him that T was delighted, not only because
I liked his books but because of all the rel-
atives that had turned up, he was the only
one who had any money. [Laughter] So I
liked that.

But I felt, in addition to wanting to do this,
that if we could make it work, this old, old
conflict, with its legendary, sometimes ro-
mantic, often horrible ramifications, that the
United States could then go to other places
in the world and make the same argument—
that if the Irish could do it, you could do
it.

You might be interested to know, you
might remember that not very long ago,
around last Christmas, I went to Kosovo,
after the war was over. And we're still having
a lot of trouble there, but the wounds are
fresher there. And I got everybody in the
room, the leaders of all the various sects—
the various Kosovar Albanian groups and the
Serbian groups and the minority groups
there—there are several other ethnic minori-
ties there—and we're sitting around a little
table and metal chairs in this little airport
room. And I said, “Look, let me tell you
something. I've been working for all these
years on the Irish peace process.” And I said,
“Here’s the deal they've agreed to: the prin-
ciple of consent, majority rule, minority
rights, shared decisionmaking, shared bene-
fits, and ties to their neighbors that they have
ethnic and religious ties to.”

I said, “Now, you can have that deal today,
or you can air all your grievances and whine
and beat the table and walk away and refuse
to talk to each other and keep letting people
die around the edges. And 20 years from now
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somebody else will be sitting in metal chairs
like this, making the deal. And the deal will
be majority rule, minority rights, shared deci-
sionmaking, shared benefits, and ties with
your neighbors. You can do it now, or you
can do it later. But you look at what the Irish
did—that’s what you're going to have to do.
You can do it now, or later. I'd advise you
to do it now, while the rest of the world still
cares a whole lot about you.”

If this hadn’t happened in Ireland, I could
not have made that speech. And you need
to know that.

Now, the next thing I want to tell you is,
I realize I'm preaching to the saved here,
and I don’t need to give you a campaign
speech for Al Gore or for our candidates for
the Senate or the House. But I want to tell
you, I worked as hard as I could to deal with
the big problems of this country, to turn the
country around, to get it going in the right
direction. Nothing lasts forever. If you've
ever been through bad times, you thank God
for that. But when you have good times, you
really have to cherish them and make the
most of them.

This country has the chance of a lifetime
now to build the future of our dreams for
these children. People ask me all the time,
who do you think is going to win the election?
And my answer is, it depends on what the
people think the election is about. Often, the
answer depends upon the question you ask.
And what this election ought to be about is
how are we going to make the most of this
moment of promise for all the people of this
country? How are we going to fulfill our re-
sponsibilities to people around the world, to
build the kind of world we want our children
to live in? How are we going to deal with
these big things?

So, I'm for Al Gore because he’s by far
the most effective Vice President in the his-
tory of the country. He’s done more good
and had more impact in that job by far than
anybody who ever had it. Because he will
keep the prosperity going, because he wants
to spread it to people who haven’t been part
of it, and because he understands the future
and knows how to get us there—so I'm for
him.
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But the things I want you to remember
about this election are these: It’s real impor-
tant. There are profound differences be-
tween our candidates. And number three,
only the Democrats want you to know what
those differences are.

You watch these guys campaigning; you'd
think they’d never even had a primary and
made those commitments. Like all of this just
sprung—and it’s flattering, and I suppose we
should be happy about it, but you need to
go out there and tell people about that. We're
for a Patients” Bill of Rights, and they're not.
We believe that everybody on Medicare
ought to have access to prescription drugs
they can afford, and they don’t. We're for
an increase in the minimum wage, and they
aren’t. And I could go on and on.

But this is very important. Look, we don’t
have to run these elections the way some of
these sort of tormented elections have been
run in the last 20 years, where each candidate
was trying to convince the people that their
opponent was just one notch above a car
thief. I mean, this doesn’t have to be a nega-
tive campaign. Nobody has to be smeared.
You can say, “Look, we’ve got honorable peo-
ple from the top to the bottom on both sides.
All we have to do is assume they mean what
they say, see what they've said, see what
they've done, compare where they are and
where they want to go. Let the American
people make up their mind.” It ought to be
a serious election, but a decent one. But
don’t pretend there are no differences, and
don’t let anybody tell you when you point
out the difference that that’s a negative cam-
paign.

Because there are people here who want
the voters to believe there are no real con-
sequences to which way they vote. And that
is not true. I've done everything I could do
to turn this country around, to keep it going.
I'm going to do everything I can in the next
7 months I have. But you've got to do your
job and give the election back to the people,
but tell them there are real consequences
and real differences, and they need to face
up to what they are and vote—Tlinaudible].

Now, what’s all this got to do with Terry?
A lot. [Laughter] A lot. I told somebody the
other day, I think there’s a real difference
in whether somebody who’s done well in this
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country and made some money, got a world
of friends and contacts, is out there raising
money to get himself another tax cut, or to
try to get the people who work in this hotel
an increase in their wages, or give them a
tax break so their kids can go to college, or
trying to make sure all working people can
afford to give their children health insurance.

And in the system we have, I wouldn’t still
be here doing what I'm doing if he didn’t
do what he’s done. You'd be amazed how
many conversations we have where we’re just
talking about the issues. Well, how are you
doing with the Middle East peace process?
Are you going to get that Patients” Bill of
Rights or not? So the first thing I want you
to know is this guy believes in what we're
doing. If he didn’t, he could be over there
in the other party and he’d be making more
money, out of raising all this money, than
he’s going to do because of me and what he’s
doing for the Vice President.

The second thing I want you to know is
that he and I have one thing in common that
maybe shows that we both need help.
[Laughter] But we're crazy enough to think
that this is fun and that we're lucky to be
doing this. T can just tell you from my point
of view, one or two little other breaks in life
and I'd still be home doing deeds and real
estate transfers, you know. [Laughter] People
say, “Oh, hasn’t it been horrible?” I say, “Are
you kidding? I could be home writing deeds.”
[Laughter]

You need to know—McAuliffe goes out to
L.A., and they say we're having trouble fi-
nancing the convention. He’s there 3 hours
and total strangers are walking up to him on
the street throwing money at him. I mean,
it’s unbelievable. [Laughter] Why? Because
he’s having a good time, obviously doing what
he believes.

It is a great gift to be able to make people
believe that they can do something important
and enjoy it at the same time. It is a great
gift to make people believe that they have
something unique that they can contribute.
It is the true mark of leadership, since none
of us is indispensable—me included—none
of us have the whole truth, and all of us have
something to give. He is better at making
people understand that than any human
being I have ever known.
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And Stella was up here bragging about
how he had intelligence and energy and
charm. And I thought, where’s the blarney
part? [Laughter] But I'm telling you, I know
this guy. I know him well. And he’s kind of
hot right now because he’s raising all this
money and having a good time doing it. But
what you need to know is, he believes in what
he raised it for. He believes in what we’ve
done here these last 8 years. And he knows
that we couldn’t have done it if he hadnt
done what he did.

And he’s given in unique ways thousands
of us a chance to be a part of changing Amer-
ica for the better. And I think that’s some-
thing that his wife and his children and his
family and his friends ought to be very, very
proud of. Because this is a better country
today because of Terry McAuliffe.

Thank you very much.

NoTE: The President spoke at 8:15 p.m. in the
Rooftop Ballroom at the Washington Hotel. In
his remarks, he referred to Stella O’Leary, presi-
dent, Irish-American Democrats; John D.
Raffaelli, partner, Washington Group; former U.S.
Ambassador to Singapore Timothy A. Chorba; and
Rashid Chaudary, president, Raani Corporation.

Remarks at a Hillary 2000 Dinner
June 21, 2000

That was one of my great jokes—[inaudi-
ble]—that I intended to be president again
next year, president of the Senate spouses’
club. [Laughter]

Let me say that I love coming to this mag-
nificent home. I'm always so happy here. It’s
a happy place. I love being here. And now
I'm here as surrogate-in-chief. Hillary is in
New York tonight, and I was delighted to
come by and have a chance to talk to you
at the table.

I would like to just say a couple of things.
First of all, thank you. I am very grateful that
I've had a chance to serve as President. And
I'm grateful that T had a chance to get elected
in a moment where I felt that I had some
ideas that would change the country for the
better—and only after I've had years and
years and years and years of working seri-
ously on these ideas so I could test them,
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and it turned out most of them worked out
pretty well. And I feel good about it.

We've still got a lot of good things going,
and I think a lot of good things are going
to happen in the next 7 months. You may
have seen yesterday the House—the Senate
passed the hate crimes legislation I've been
pushing for 2 years. A couple of days before
that, the House reversed itself and decided
to leave my process of creating national
monuments to protect land for all time to
come alone. We're moving on a lot of the
fronts that I hope we’ll have some progress
on. I think we will.

The second point I'd like to make is that
people come up to me all the time and say,
“Well, who is going to win this election or
that election or the other”—except I always
say Hillary now, but apart from that—and
I believe that very strongly. But I think my
experience has been that the outcome of
elections are largely determined by what the
voters believe the elections are about.

That’s what you were talking to me tonight
on the New York City—what you think the
election is about may determine more than
anything else which candidate you vote for.
And what T have been trying to hammer
home all across the country, to all kinds of
audiences—partisan audiences, nonpartisan
audiences alike—is that this election must be
about what we're going to do with our pros-
perity.

Eight years ago when we were in deep
trouble—the economy was down; society was
divided; we had all kinds of difficulties—ev-
erybody knew what we had to do. We had
to roll up our sleeves and get out of the ditch.
We had to turn things around. We had to
put things moving in the right direction.
Well, now things are moving in the right di-
rection, and the real question is, what do we
do with it, not just the budget surplus but
the confidence, the capacity, to deal with the
challenges facing the country, to deal with
the big opportunities out there?

And if the American people think that is
what we should do, then we’re going to have
a very good election. Because that means it’s
no longer necessary to have one of these sort
of mudslinging campaigns where everybody
tries to convince everybody else that their
opponent is just one step above a car thief.
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I mean, how many elections have we had like
that? That’s not necessary. You start with the
two Presidential candidates, you go through
these Senate races, these House races, you've
got people that make a very presentable case
for their point of view and that argue it out.
And so we really can have an election about
the future.

And I worked as hard as I could to turn
this country around, get it going in the right
direction, and that’s really what I want to
have. If you believe that, then there are three
things I want you to know—and don’t laugh.
Number one, it’s a really big election. How
a country deals with its prosperity is as im-
portant a test of its character and judgment
as how you deal with adversity.

There’s not a person around this room to-
night who cannot remember one instance in
your life when you made a mistake, not be-
cause things were going so badly but because
things were going so well, you thought there
was no consequence to the failure to—[in-
audible]—if you live long enough. Everybody
knows that. So this is a big election.

Point number two, there are real and hon-
est differences between the candidates for
President, for Senator, for the House, and
people, historically, pretty well do what they
say they're going to do when they get in of-
fice. Contrary to a popular expression that
all politicians are a bunch of slugs and don’t
keep their word, by and large, they do. If
you look at all the historical studies, they do
pretty much what they said they were going
to do.

One of the proudest days I've had as Presi-
dent was in ‘95, when things looked so bleak
for us, a scholar of the Presidency and the
media named Thomas Patterson published
a report and said I kept a higher percentage
of my promises to the American people than
any of the last five Presidents by '95, even
though I'd made more, which made me feel
very good. But most people will do most of
the things they say.

And usually when a President doesn’t do
it, you wind up being glad. For example,
aren’t you glad that Abraham Lincoln didn’t
keep his promise not to free the slaves? That
was one of his 1860 campaign promises.
Aren’'t you glad that Franklin Roosevelt
didn’t keep his promise to balance the budg-
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et in 1932, when we had 25 percent of the
people out of work in 19337 It would have
been exactly the wrong thing to do for him,
just like it was the right thing to do for me.
So basically, you've got a big, important elec-
tion; you've got real differences.

Now, here’s the third thing, only the
Democrats want you to know what the dif-
ferences are. Really. The real differences.
You see that in the way the Republicans are
basically trying to make everybody forget
they had a primary season in which they
made a lot of very specific commitments, and
they don’t want to talk about them anymore.

But I think theyre honorable. I think
they’ll keep the commitments they made in
the primaries. And it makes it uncomfortable
for them when, like Mr. LaPierre, the NRA
guy, says, “Well, we'll have an office in the
White House if Bush wins the election,” be-
cause they want him to go away until after
the election.

But there are real differences, and by and
large, they relate to how we think we ought
to manage this moment of prosperity.

And Tl just say a brief word about the

Vice President. I do believe by now I know
him as well as anybody besides his wife,
maybe his children. He’s been, by far—as
a matter of historical fact, he’s had by far
a greater positive impact on the country in
this job than anyone who has ever had this
job.
: Now, I have to make full disclosure. That’s
a very self-serving statement for me because
the way the job works, you've got to know
what the President asks the Vice President
to do. But I've spent a lot of time studying
the Presidency, and I never could figure out
why you would want a Vice President who
didn’t go to work every day. I never could
figure out why the Presidents felt threatened
by their Vice President—I didn’t get all that
stuff.

I picked Al Gore because he basically was
in tune with me, and we got along together.
But he knew things I didn’t know. He had
experiences I didn’t have, and he has made
an absolutely incalculable contribution to
whatever good we've accomplished in the
White House. And I think he should be elect-
ed because I agree with his economic plan,
as compared with the alternative, and we
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need to keep the prosperity going; because
I know he’ll work harder to extend the bene-
fits of our prosperity to other people, wheth-
er it’s the differences they have over the min-
imum wage or the Patients” Bill of Rights
or you name it. And because he understands
the future. He understands issues like cli-
mate change and the other energy and envi-
ronmental issues, or the Internet privacy
issues, which I predict will be very big for
all of you over the next 5 or 6 years. All of
our medical records and all of our financial
records and all of our other records, every-
thing is on a computer somewhere. I think
that’s a big issue.

I'm very pro-high technology. I've tried to
do everything I could to create as many jobs
to support a competitive environment with
the Telecommunications Act and all. But I
think these privacy issues are going to be big.

So I think he’s good because I like his eco-
nomic plan. T think he’ll do more to help
everybody participate in our society, and I
think he understands the future. And it’s
really important, because the next 8 years are
going to be different from the last 8. The
issue is not whether we're going to change;
the issue is how are we going to change.

I wouldn’t vote for anybody that said,
“Hey, I'd like to be President because T'll
do everything Bill Clinton did.” I wouldn't
support a candidate—that would be wrong.
Things are changing too much. So that’s my
take on that.

Now, in Hillary’s case, what I think will
happen is she’ll go through a period of time
where—apparently, just looking, I saw Mr.
Lazio had a film the other day that had me
on it, saying something nice about him. Well,
I'm not like them. If a Republican votes on
something that I think’s good, I'll brag on
them. I'm not ashamed of it. I don’t think
you have to say, just because somebody is
a member of the other party, that theyre
right over there with Attila the Hun.

But I kind of—it was a gas that he would
try to give the people of New York the im-
pression that I'd prefer him to my wife in
the Senate. [Laughter] Because she would
have voted for my economic plan, not against
it, and she would have voted against the con-
tract on America, not for it. She wouldn’t
vote to shut the Government down and get
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rid of the Department of Education or get
rid of the 100,000 police that lowered the
crime rate in New York and other places.
So, there, too, there are real differences.

I think the big issue here on the economic
front for both of them—and it’s one that all
of you need to think about because you could
actually be better off the day after it passed
with the Republican plan, everybody here—
the day after it passed. Because basically,
what they want to do is spend the whole pro-
jected surplus on the tax cut, for Social Secu-
rity transition costs and extra defense costs.
And what we want to do—even though I'm
not a candidate, I strongly support this—is
to set aside at a minimum—at an absolute
rock-bottom minimum—at least 20 percent
of this projected surplus which comes then
from your Medicare taxes, and put it in a
Medicare Trust Fund, and get it away from
any spending, and use it to continue to pay
the debt down, and then we want to have
a tax cut that's much smaller, probably about
40 percent the size of theirs—still substantial,
but not as big as theirs—slightly less than
half of it—and we want to invest more money
in education and research and technology
and health care and the environment.

Now, why is ours better? Because, number
one, we may not have—just because some
economist says we're going to have $1.9 tril-
lion over the next 10 years doesn’t mean it’s
going to happen. And I'll bet you everybody
in this room, in your heart of hearts, says,
“Gee, I hope that will happen, but it might
not.” You know, we might not have 4 years
like these last 7 years.

If T tell you—this gentleman was telling
me about his business in Buffalo; if I said,
“What’s your projected revenue? Are you
going to go out and not only spend it all,
but borrow money on the basis of it, no mat-
ter what, with no safety net?” you probably
wouldn’t do that. And so I think if we—I
believe if you have sort of a Bush-Lazio tax
plan, and it passed, you'd all be better off
the day after because all of you can afford
to come here tonight. But you wouldn’t be
better off if it led to a 2-percent increase
in interest rates. But in 2 years, the impact
it would have on the markets, on the overall
economy, on the unemployment rate, you'd
be worse off. And the overall economy would
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be worse off, and we wouldn’t have any
money to do these things.

And the way our crowd has it structured
is, number one, theyre going to save 20 per-
cent of the money on the front end and put
it into Medicare, as long as it materializes,
which is good because when the baby
boomers retire it’s going to be hard to—[in-
audible]—and we’re going to keep paying the
debt down as fast as we can, which I believe
is good. I think since there’s so much private
debt, we should pay the public debt down
and keep interest rates as low as possible.
That’s what I believe.

And most of the people I know that have
done well in this economy, if they have to
choose between low interest rates and a
growing stock market and a tax cut, and if
it’s either/or, they would choose the former
every single time. So this is a big issue, and
I think it’s important.

The second big cluster of issues, I'll say
again: what do you believe our obligations
are to those who haven’t done as well in this
whole thing as we have or those that have
got the good jobs, but they have other prob-
lems.

The biggest challenge most working fami-
lies, even upper class working families that
work for salaries, face today is how to balance
the burden of raising their children and suc-
ceeding at work. Because in the United
States we have less support for that than our
competing countries do. We don’t do as
much to help people pay for child care. We
don’t do as much to make sure they all have
affordable health insurance. We don’t do as
much to make sure the kids are all in pre-
school or after-school programs. We don’t do
as much to guarantee that they have family
leave options so that if the baby is sick or
the parents are sick or there’s a newborn
baby, that everybody can get pretty much
what they need.

Now, I think this whole cluster of family-
related issues, I'll predict to you, will be very
big over the next decade, because we’re not
all working just to have money to go spend
it on things; that’s not why people do it. They
find reward from their work, and they try
to run businesses that they're proud of, and
they want to raise families they're proud of.
And this all has to be done in the context

June 21 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000

of a certain value structure. And if we’ve got
a country where, in order to be a success,
you have to just basically walk away from
your responsibilities as parents, we're in deep
trouble here. And this is a challenge for every
business, for everybody, and we're going to
have to work through a lot of these issues
together.

But one of the reasons that I think Hillary
ought to go to the Senate is that she spent
30 years working on this stuff. She knows
more than anyone I personally know about
adoption, about foster care, about the chil-
dren’s health care and emotional and nutri-
tional and educational needs, about the rela-
tionship of early childhood brain develop-
ment to whatever the Government policy is.
She has lived with this stuff.

And T was just kind of surprised when all
those New York House Members came to
see her and asked her to run for the Senate.
I was surprised she’d even think of it. I said,
“Do you know how much this is going to
cost you?” She said, “You're talking to me
about money?” [Laughter] She laughed at
me. She said, “You, who have never cared
if we had a nickel in the bank”™—[inaudi-
ble]—and we laughed about it, you know,
and we admitted that in the end we were
kind of public service junkies. It’s what we
care about. [Laughter]

And for 30 years she’s worked for me and
worked on the side. The whole time we were
in Arkansas, she gave away lots of potential
income every year just to do public service,
because it’s what she wanted to do. And I
can just tell you that in a lot of ways she’s
better than I am on a lot of this stuff, and
she knows things I don’t know. And she will
be absolutely unbelievable.

I know there are still some people in New
York who say, “Well, why is she doing this,
and why are they coming to New York, and
why is she running for the Senate?” It’s not
very complicated. She would prefer to do
that than go out and get real rich. I mean,
that’s basically—she would prefer to do this
work than even be a wonderful commentator
and talk about it. Arguably, in the modern
world, people who have access to commu-
nications can influence more people because
they can just talk to a lot of people and con-
vince them to go change their behavior. Not
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her, man. She thinks she’s supposed to show
up for the job, do it in the old-fashioned
way—bam, bam, bam. That's what she be-
lieves.

All T can tell you is, I've been around a
lot of people, and I've never seen anybody
that I thought had the gift for public service
that she does. And so what she’s got to do
is work like crazy and just keep meeting peo-
ple in New York, and basically chip away at
the people who are still questioning, “Well,
why is she doing this?” And at some point
between now and election day, a critical mass
of people will have been reached, and they
will be talking to other people, who will be
talking to other people, who will be talking
to other people.

Did you read that little book, “The Tipping
Point?” Have you all read that, how little
things make big changes? At some point,
we’ll reach the tipping point in this whole
issue, and it will vanish, and I think she’ll
be elected. But she can only do it if we can
get our message out, which is why it’s so im-
portant.

So, anyway, that’s my pitch. You've got a
good Senator. You've got a good Presidential
candidate. It’s a big election. There are big
differences, and I do want you to know what
they are.

Thank you very much.

NOTE: The President spoke at 10:30 p.m. at a pri-
vate residence. In his remarks, he referred to
Wayne LaPierre, executive vice president, Na-
tional Rifle Association; Representative Rick
Lazio; and Gov. George W. Bush of Texas.

Executive Order 13159—Blocking
Property of the Government of the
Russian Federation Relating to the
Disposition of Highly Enriched
Uranium Extracted From Nuclear
Weapons

June 21, 2000

By the authority vested in me as President
by the Constitution and the laws of the
United States of America, including the
International Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA) (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the
National Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1601
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et seq.), and section 301 of title 3, United
States Code.

I, William J. Clinton, President of the
United States of America, in view of the poli-
cies underlying Executive Order 12938 of
November 14, 1994, and Executive Order
13085 of May 26, 1998, find that the risk
of nuclear proliferation created by the accu-
mulation of a large volume of weapons-
usable fissile material in the territory of the
Russian Federation constitutes an unusual
and extraordinary threat to the national secu-
rity and foreign policy of the United States,
and hereby declare a national emergency to
deal with that threat.

I hereby order:

Section 1. A major national security goal
of the United States is to ensure that fissile
material removed from Russian nuclear
weapons pursuant to various arms control
and disarmament agreements is dedicated to
peaceful uses, subject to transparency meas-
ures, and protected from diversion to activi-
ties of proliferation concern. As reflected in
Executive Order 13085, the full implementa-
tion of the Agreement Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of the Russian Federation
Concerning the Disposition of Highly En-
riched Uranium Extracted from Nuclear
Weapons, dated February 18, 1993, and re-
lated contracts and agreements (collectively,
the “HEU Agreements”) is essential to the
attainment of this goal. The HEU Agree-
ments provide for the conversion of approxi-
mately 500 metric tons of highly enriched
uranium contained in Russian nuclear weap-
ons into low-enriched uranium for use as fuel
in commercial nuclear reactors. In further-
ance of our national security goals, all heads
of departments and agencies of the United
States Government shall continue to take all
appropriate measures within their authority
to further the full implementation of the
HEU Agreements.

Sec. 2. Government of the Russian Fed-
eration assets directly related to the imple-
mentation of the HEU Agreements currently
may be subject to attachment, judgment, de-
cree, lien, execution, garnishment, or other
judicial process, thereby jeopardizing the full
implementation of the HEU Agreements to
the detriment of U.S. foreign policy. In order
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to ensure the preservation and proper and
complete transfer to the Government of the
Russian Federation of all payments due to
it under the HEU Agreements, and except
to the extent provided in regulations, orders,
directives, or licenses that may hereafter be
issued pursuant to this order, all property and
interests in property of the Government of
the Russian Federation directly related to the
implementation of the HEU Agreements
that are in the United States, that hereafter
come within the United States, or that are
or hereafter come within the possession or
control of United States persons, including
their overseas branches, are hereby blocked
and may not be transferred, paid, exported,
withdrawn, or otherwise dealt in. Unless li-
censed or authorized pursuant to this order,
any attachment, judgment, decree, lien, exe-
cution, garnishment, or other judicial process
is null and void with respect to any property
or interest in property blocked pursuant to
this order.

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this order: (a)
The term “person” means an individual or
entity;

(b) The term “entity” means a partnership,
association, trust, joint venture, corporation,
or other organization;

(c) The term “United States person”
means any United States citizen; permanent
resident alien; juridical person organized
under the laws of the United States or any
jurisdiction within the United States, includ-
ing foreign branches; or any person in the
United States; and

(d) The term “Government of the Russian
Federation” means the Government of the
Russian Federation, any political subdivision,
agency, or instrumentality thereof, and any
person owned or controlled by, or acting for
or on behalf of, the Government of the Rus-
sian Federation.

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury,
in consultation with the Secretary of State,
the Secretary of Energy, and, as appropriate,
other agencies, is hereby authorized to take
such actions, including the promulgation of
rules and regulations, and to employ all pow-
ers granted to me by IEEPA, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this order.
The Secretary of the Treasury may redele-
gate any of these functions to other officers
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and agencies of the United States Govern-
ment. All agencies of the United States Gov-
ernment are hereby directed to take all ap-
propriate measures within their statutory au-
thority to carry out the provisions of this
order.

(b) Nothing contained in this order shall
relieve a person from any requirement to ob-
tain a license or other authorization from any
department or agency of the United States
Government in compliance with applicable
laws and regulations subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the department or agency.

Sec. 5. This order is not intended to cre-
ate, nor does it create, any right, benefit, or
privilege, substantive or procedural, enforce-
able at law by a party against the United
States, its agencies, officers, or any other per-
son.

Sec. 6. (a) This order is effective at 12:01
a.m. eastern daylight time on June 22, 2000.

(b) This order shall be transmitted to the
Congress and published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
June 21, 2000.

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
8:45 a.m., June 23, 2000]

NotE: This Executive order was released by the
Office of the Press Secretary on June 22, and it
was published in the Federal Register on June 26.

Message to the Congress on the
National Emergency With Respect to
the Russian Federation

June 21, 2000

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to section 204(b) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act
(IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(b) and section 301
of the National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C.
1631, I hereby report that I have exercised
my authority to declare a national emergency
to deal with the threat posed to the United
States by the risk of nuclear proliferation cre-
ated by the accumulation in the Russian Fed-
eration of a large volume of weapons-usable
fissile material. The United States and the
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Russian Federation have entered into a series
of agreements that provide for the conver-
sion of highly enriched uranium (HEU) ex-
tracted from Russian nuclear weapons into
low enriched uranium (LEU) for use in com-
mercial nuclear reactors. The Russian Fed-
eration recently suspended its performance
under these agreements because of concerns
that payments due to it under these agree-
ments may be subject to attachment, garnish-
ment, or other judicial process, in the United
States. Accordingly, I have issued an Execu-
tive Order to address the unusual and ex-
traordinary risk of nuclear proliferation cre-
ated by this situation.

A major national security goal of the
United States is to ensure that fissile material
removed from Russian nuclear weapons pur-
suant to various arms control and disar-
mament agreements is dedicated to peaceful
uses, subject to transparency measures, and
protected from diversion to activities of pro-
liferation concern. The United States and the
Russian Federation entered into an inter-
national agreement in February 1993 to deal
with these issues as they relate to the disposi-
tion of HEU extracted from Russian nuclear
weapons (the “HEU Agreement”). Under
the HEU Agreement, 500 metric tons of
HEU will be converted to LEU over a 20-
year period. This is the equivalent of 20,000
nuclear warheads.

Additional agreements were put in place
to effectuate the HEU Agreement, including
agreements and contracts on transparency,
on the appointment of executive agents to
assist in implementing the agreements, and
on the disposition of LEU delivered to the
United States (collectively, the “HEU Agree-
ments”). Under the HEU Agreements, the
Russian Federation extracts HEU metal
from nuclear weapons. That HEU is oxidized
and blended down to LEU in the Russian
Federation. The resulting LEU is shipped to
the United States for fabrication into fuel for
commercial reactors. The United States
monitors this conversion process through the
Department of Energy’s Warhead and Fissile
Material Transparency Program.

The HEU Agreements provide for the
Russian Federation to receive money and
uranium hexafluoride in payment for each
shipment of LEU converted from the Rus-
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sian nuclear weapons. The money and ura-
nium hexafluoride are transferred to the Rus-
sian Federation executive agent in the
United States.

The Russian Federation recently sus-
pended its performance under the HEU
Agreements because of concerns over pos-
sible attachment, garnishment, or other judi-
cial process with respect to the payments due
to it as a result of litigation currently pending
against the Russian Federation. In response
to this concern, the Minister of Atomic En-
ergy of the Russian Federation, Minister
Adamov, notified Secretary Richardson on
May 5, 2000, of the decision of the Russian
Federation to halt shipment of LEU pending
resolution of this problem. This suspension
presents an unusual and extraordinary threat
to U.S. national security goals due to the risk
of nuclear proliferation caused by the accu-
mulation of weapons-usable fissile material
in the Russian Federation.

The executive branch and the Congress
have previously recognized and continue to
recognize the threat posed to the United
States national security from the risk of nu-
clear proliferation created by the accumula-
tion of weapons-usable fissile material in the
Russian Federation. This threat is the basis
for significant programs aimed at Coopera-
tive Threat Reduction and at controlling ex-
cess fissile material. The HEU Agreements
are essential tools to accomplish these overall
national security goals. Congress dem-
onstrated support for these agreements when
it authorized the purchase of Russian ura-
nium in 1998, Public Law 105-277, and also
enacted legislation to enable Russian ura-
nium to be sold in this country pursuant to
the USEC Privatization Act, 42 U.S.C.
2297h-10.

Payments made to the Russian Federation
pursuant to the HEU Agreements are inte-
gral to the operation of this key national secu-
rity program. Uncertainty surrounding litiga-
tion involving these payments could lead to
a long-term suspension of the HEU Agree-
ments, which creates the risk of nuclear pro-
liferation. This is an unacceptable threat to
the national security and foreign policy of the
United States.
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Accordingly, I have concluded that all
property and interests in property of the gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation directly
related to the implementation of the HEU
Agreements should be protected from the
threat of attachment, garnishment, or other
judicial process. I have, therefore, exercised
my authority and issued an Executive Order
that provides:

* except to the extent provided in regula-
tions, orders, directives, or licenses that
may be issued pursuant to the order,
all property and interests in property of
the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion directly related to the implementa-
tion of the HEU Agreements that are
in the United States, that hereafter
come within the United States, or here-
after come within the possession or con-
trol of United States persons, including
their overseas branches, are blocked
and may not be transferred, paid, ex-
ported, withdrawn, or otherwise dealt
in;

* unless licensed or authorized pursuant
to the order, any attachment, judgment,
decree, lien, execution, garnishment, or
other judicial process is null and void
with respect to any property or interest
in property blocked pursuant to the
order; and

* that all heads of departments and agen-
cies of the United States Government
shall continue to take all appropriate
measures within their authority to fur-
ther the full implementation of the
HEU Agreements.

The effect of this Executive Order is lim-
ited to property that is directly related to the
implementation of the HEU Agreements.
Such property will be clearly defined by the
regulations, orders, directives, or licenses
that will be issued pursuant to this Executive
Order.

I am enclosing a copy of the Executive
Order I have issued. The order is effective
at 12:01 a.m. eastern daylight time on June
22.2000.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
June 21, 2000.
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NOTE: This message was released by the Office
of the Press Secretary on June 22.

Message to the Congress
Transmitting a Report on the
National Emergency With Respect to
Iran

June 21, 2000

To the Congress of the United States:

As required by section 401(c) of the Na-
tional Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c)
of the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I
transmit herewith a 6-month periodic report
on the national emergency with respect to
Iran that was declared in Executive Order
12170 of November 14, 1979.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
June 21, 2000.

NoOTE: This message was released by the Office
of the Press Secretary on June 22.

Remarks on Departure for Phoenix,
Arizona, and an Exchange With
Reporters

June 22, 2000

Medicare Prescription Drug Coverage/
Tobacco

The President. Good morning. Before I
leave, I would like to make a couple of com-
ments about two questions now before Con-
gress: first, whether to provide a voluntary
prescription drug benefit to Medicare bene-
ficiaries; and second, whether to hold to-
bacco companies, not taxpayers, accountable
for the costs of tobacco.

Both issues require a bipartisan response.
Both are important to the health of our peo-
ple. Both require Congress—for the public
interest, not the special interest. That’s espe-
cially true when it comes to our seniors and
their need for affordable, dependable pre-
scription drug coverage. I have proposed that
all our seniors have that option through
Medicare, wherever they live, however sick
they may be.
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Now, Republicans in Congress say they,
too, want a prescription drug benefit.
They've even hired pollsters, according to
your reports, to teach them all kinds of new
words to convince the American people they
are in favor of it. But the latest plan doesn’t
measure up to the rhetoric.

Last night, in a completely party-line vote,
the House Ways and Means Committee ap-
proved a private insurance benefit that many
seniors and many people with disabilities
simply will not be able to afford. It’s a benefit
for the companies who make the drugs, not
the seniors who need them most. Moreover,
their bill would do nothing for the hospitals,
home health care agencies, and other pro-
viders who clearly need extra help to provide
quality care under the Medicare program.

I hope when the full House considers this
issue, it will reject this false promise and vote
instead for a proposal that provides a real
and meaningful Medicare prescription drug
benefit on a voluntary basis, but one that is
affordable and available to all seniors who
need it.

If the House acts to protect the public
health, it would be following the fine exam-
ple it set earlier this week when it permitted
the Department of Veterans Affairs to help
to fund the Justice Department’s litigation
against the tobacco companies. This modest
investment of VA funds can help our veterans
and other taxpayers recover billions of dollars
in health care costs, a substantial sum that
will improve health care for veterans and for
all Americans.

This shows what we can accomplish when
we put the public interest ahead of special
interests, the public interest ahead of par-
tisan disputes. But it’s only a first step. Today
the House can move further ahead if it votes
to allow the Justice Department to receive
these and other funds.

Tuesday’s victory for veterans and tax-
payers will prove to be hollow if today the
House reverses itself. The tobacco compa-
nies and their powerful allies in Congress are
working overtime to pass special protections
to shield them from financial responsibility
for the harm they’ve caused.

So again I ask Congress, just let the Amer-
ican people have their day in court. The legal
responsibility of the tobacco companies
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should be decided by judicial process, not
by the political process. The health of our
people is a precious resource.

Those of us in public life should be doing
everything we can to work together, whether
we're working to provide affordable prescrip-
tion drug coverage or to demand account-
ability for the health care costs of tobacco.
In the days and months ahead, I will continue
to work with members of both parties to
achieve these goals.

Thank you very much.

Gasoline Prices

Q. Sir, on gasoline prices, the Vice Presi-
dent was very direct and forthright yesterday,
sir, in his accusations that there is collusion
among the oil companies to inflate prices.
Do you share those sentiments, and what are
your thoughts on this becoming a preeminent
issue in the Presidential campaign?

The President. Well, first of all, let’s look
at the problem here. This is a big problem,
because there are a lot of Americans that
have to drive to make a living. They have
to drive distances just to make a living.

Then, you've got all these truckers out
there that have to pay big fuel costs to make
a living. And something that there hasn’t
been a lot of talk about, but if this thing can’t
be moderated, it’s also going to have, I think,
quite a burdensome impact on the airline
companies, on the cost of air travel. So this
is going to rifle throughout our economy.

I have said repeatedly, and I will say again,
I think that it is in the best interest of the
people of the United States, but also the oil-
producing companies, to have oil prices
somewhere in the neighborhood of $20 to
$25 a barrel. That gives them the revenues
they need. It keeps the incentives in our
economy to continue to become more energy
efficient, and it doesn’t bankrupt people that
have to have fuel in substantial quantities.
So this is a big problem.

Now, I have a lot of concerns about the
speed with which this runup occurred. I ex-
pected some upward pressure on prices be-
cause our economy is doing well and because
the Asian economy is coming back, the Euro-
pean economy is coming back, so there
would be a bigger global demand for oil and

there would be some upward pressure. But
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it doesn’t explain, by a long stretch, the dra-
matic increase in prices. Neither does the re-
quirement for special additives to reduce air
pollution even come close to explaining the
increase in the Chicago-Milwaukee area.
We're talking about 2 or 3 cents a gallon for
the environmental requirements, and that
won’'t come close to explaining prices that
are 50 cents a gallon higher than they are
in other places.

So the proper thing to do, I think, is to
have a vigorous inquiry by the Federal Trade
Commission; theyre going to do this. If
you've noticed, there’s some indication that
the best evidence to support the statement
the Vice President made is that 2 days after
the call went out for the Federal Trade Com-
mission to investigate this, there was a 16-
cent-a-gallon drop in the price of the oil at
the refinery level. Now, that hasn’t mani-
fested itself at the pump yet, because it takes
time for this oil to be refined and to be dis-
tributed and to be sold as fuel. But I'm very
concerned about it.

Let me say, I guess the follow-up ques-
tion—and I don’t want to anticipate it, but
you know, there are all these stories about,
well, is this or is this not a political issue,
and who does it help or hurt. And I think
the important thing is, this country should
have a bipartisan or a nonpartisan interest
in a long-term, stable energy policy, and
there are several things the Congress can do
right now to help that. And I would like to
just go through them, because I mentioned
several of them earlier this year.

But let me just mention—first of all, you
will remember I sent a proposal to Congress
earlier this year to encourage more stripper
well production in the United States. The
Congress needs to pass that. We need to get
some of these American wells back in oper-
ation. Now, the price will make it quite prof-
itable, but we can do some things to
jumpstart that.

Secondly, the Congress still has not reau-
thorized the Strategic Petroleum Reserve,
which ties the President’s hands; it under-
mines one of the options we have to maintain
downward pressure on the oil prices but also
to deal with any emergencies that might crop

up.
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Thirdly, because of the failure to reauthor-
ize the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, there
is a cloud over the question of whether we
can establish a regional home heating oil re-
serve for the mid-Atlantic and the North-
eastern States that relies so heavily on home
heating oil. And if these prices in fuel are
any indication and the oil prices stay above
$30 a barrel, we're going to have serious
problems in the Northeast this winter unless
we have that reserve and we can move home
heating oil in there in a hurry.

So let me just go through a couple of other
things. Fourthly, T have for years now asked
the Congress to fund research and develop-
ment into alternative energy, into the part-
nership for new generation vehicles. I have
proposed for over 2 years a $4-billion set of
tax incentives for manufacturers and con-
sumers to buy energy-efficient cars, homes,
and consumer products. I've proposed a total
spending of $1.4 billion this year for the De-
partment of Energy for renewable energy,
for the development of natural gas, for dis-
tribution of power methodologies that will
save consumers a lot of money. And on bal-
ance, Congress has approved about 12 per-
cent of the funds I've asked to be spent for
these things that will clearly lower energy
bills and help the economy.

And the last thing I would say is, for 2
or 3 years, I've had the electricity restruc-
turing bill up there that we estimate would
save consumers in America $20 billion a year
in energy costs by the more efficient distribu-
tion and sales of electricity.

So there are things that the Congress can
do that I would hope they would do on a
bipartisan basis and do quickly that would
help us to have a better long-term energy
policy and would begin to show immediate
benefits for a lot of people who could take
advantage of these laws if we could just go
ahead and pass them. So we need to do the
stripper wells. We need to pass the tax incen-
tives to buy more energy-efficient cars,
homes, and other products, and we need to
stop spending about 12 percent a year of
what we should be spending to develop alter-
native energy sources. And the electricity re-
structuring act needs to pass. So those are
things we could do together in a bipartisan
way to show movement.
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Meanwhile, we need an aggressive inquiry
by the FTC. There is no economic expla-
nation I can think of for the runup in the
prices, particularly in the Middle West, and
I want this thing to continue.

Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson

Q. Mr. President, Bill Richardson was
grilled pretty badly yesterday by the Repub-
licans, and even Senator Byrd, and they
didn’t make the Secretary feel very good yes-
terday. What do you think of the hearing,
the way it’s done, and do you still have full
confidence in Mr. Richardson?

The President. Well, first of all, I think
the short answer to your question is, yes, I
do. He came in there and faced a whole host
of problems, and I think that in every case
he’s dealt with them in a forthright and ag-
gressive manner. They're getting to the bot-
tom of this last issue, I think, pretty quickly
with the help of good work by the FBI and
others.

But it’s a very serious matter, so the ad-
ministration should expect to be asked hard
questions about it, and we should figure out
not only what happened in this case but how
to keep such things from happening in the
future. You have to expect that youll have
tough congressional hearings when you have
something really serious. And I don’t have
a problem with a tough hearing, but I do
have confidence in him. He’s worked hard
on this, trying to do the right thing.

China Trade Legislation

Q. Mr. President, what is your view of Sen-
ator Lott’s handling of the China trade bill,
and are you concerned that the delay is now
endangering chances for final passage?

The President. 1 was very concerned
when I heard that the delay might run into
September. Now, I believe we have agree-
ment, as you've seen reported and as you
have reported, to bring up the China bill
shortly after the Fourth of July recess. Obvi-
ously, I wish we could have voted on it before
the Fourth of July recess, but there are some
issues there. There are some Members in the
Senate that want to offer amendments, just
like the House, and there’s some work to be
done.
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I met with a group of Senators yesterday,
a bipartisan group who will continue to work
it hard. But I think we’re on schedule now
for a timely vote. And I had a good visit with
Senator Lott about it, and I think we’re on
the same page. We're working together, and
I look forward to a successful conclusion of
this in July.

Midsession Review

Q. In the upcoming midsession review,
with the additional budget surplus you're an-
ticipating, are you planning to propose a
speedup in the catastrophic coverage under
your Medicare prescription drug plan?

The President. I'll have some more to say
about that next week when we’ve got the for-
mal numbers. But let me say, as you have
reported, there will be some upward revision
in the projections, and that’s good news.

I guess in this season we ought to be crow-
ing about it. But we’ve come a long way over
the last 8 years by being prudent. And one
of the things that you can be sure I'll do is
to reflect a recommendation that the Vice
President made, that we wall off—that por-
tion of the surplus due to Medicare taxes like
we've walled off that portion due to Social
Security taxes so that we can pay down the
debt more, and that would protect at least
20 percent of this projected surplus from ei-
ther being spent or used on tax cuts.

But I think the most important thing you
should remember is, we don’t have any of
that money yet; that's what we think will hap-
pen. These are the—keep in mind, when I
became President, they were forecasting a
$400-billion budget deficit for this year
alone. And we worked very hard to turn that
around. We should invest more, we should
have a substantial tax cut for our people fo-
cused on the things that are most needed.
But we shouldn’t remember what got us to
the dance here. What got us to the dance,
what got us to this unbelievable point to have
this discussion at all, was discipline—fiscal
discipline, arithmetic, being careful, under-
standing that a projection is just that.

I think it would be a grave error to plan
to spend every penny of this, particularly on
tax cuts or other things that are so unavoid-
able because they may not get it back. Now,
you can say, “This is my plan for education,”
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for example, and if the money doesn’t come
up, then you don’t have to spend it. But if
you spend all this in tax cuts or some other
mandated fashion on the front end and it
doesn’t materialize, then youll be right back
into deficits, right back into higher interest
rates, and I think, frankly, just the whole leg-
islative process, if that’s the track we’re on,
would lead to an immediate increase in inter-
est rates which would slow the economy
down and keep those surpluses from mate-
rializing.

So my caution to everybody involved in
this is prudence. We got here by being dis-
ciplined and prudent. Don’t get off of that.
Keep paying the debt down, and there will
be more money than there would be if you
tell everybody how you're going to spend it,
and then it doesn’t show up.

Q. Won't there be greater room for debt
reduction as well as greater tax relief and
other changes?

The President. Yes, you can have both,
but you can’t—but I think it's a mistake to
plan to spend it all. Because what are you
going to do if it doesn’t materialize—particu-
larly if you plan to spend it all on the tax
side, because if you do that and the money
doesn’t materialize, the tax cuts are still on
the law.

You can say, “Well, if it comes, I would
like to spend it on certain things,” and then
if it doesn’t show up, you don’t spend it, be-
cause we do the spending every year. So I'll
have more to say about it next week when
we’ll have more time to talk about it in detail.

Colombia

Q. Sir, on Colombia, after the Senate’s en-
dorsement last night of the appropriation, are
you optimistic that you will get the funding
for Operation Colombia before losing so
much ground it will be impossible to make
it back up?

The President. Well, first, I'd like to com-
pliment the Senate and the bipartisan vote.
I'm grateful for it. As you know, there were
some differences in the Senate bill and the
House bill, first of all, a not insubstantial fi-
nancial difference—I think about $300 mil-
lion over 2 years—and then some differences
in how the money would be allocated. But
I'm encouraged that we could maybe get the
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differences between the Senate proposal and
the House proposal worked out.

The second part of your question is really
a question that neither I nor anyone else is
qualified to answer, that is, it requires conjec-
ture. I think, as I've said all along, sooner
is better than later. The quicker we can reach
agreement and show that the United States
is committed to democracy and to fighting
the drug wars in Colombia and to strength-
ening the oldest democracy in Latin America,
the better off were going to be.

The quicker we do it, the quicker the Co-
lombians will be able to get Europeans and
others who are very sympathetic with them
to come in and do their part, the more ap-
pealing it will be for the international finan-
cial institutions.

We haven’t had a chance to talk about this
much because there are so many other things
going on. But those people, theyre in the
fight of their lives for their very way of life,
with the combined pressure of a guerrilla war
that’s been going on for decades and the rise
of the narcotraffickers over the last two dec-
ades.

I don’t think the average American can
imagine what it would be like to live in a
country where a third of the country, on any
given day, may be in the hands of someone
that is an enemy, an adversary of the nation-
state. I don’t think we can even imagine what
that would be like. Just, you know, driving
through Washington, DC, and you've got a
one-in-three chance of being in a neighbor-
hood that your Government and the law of
the land doesn’t prevail in. This is a huge,
huge issue. And again, I'm grateful to the
Senate, and I'm grateful it was done on such
a bipartisan basis, and we just need to get
it done as quickly as possible.

Now, on Monday or so, I'll be back with
something on the midsession review and
we’ll have a chance for more questions next
week.

Thank you.

NotE: The President spoke at 10 am. in the
South Portico at the White House.
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Thank you very much. I appreciate the
standing ovation. [Laughter] Let me say I'm
delighted to be back in Arizona again. If you
only knew how many times I complained that
I wasn’t coming out here enough, you'd really
be impressed. [Laughter] I love coming here.

I want to say, in his absence, that Bruce
Babbitt has done a magnificent job as Sec-
retary of the Interior, and I'm very proud
of him. We had some rocky issues in the first
couple of years, and we still do some things
that our friends in the Republican Party don’t
agree with. But we decided together—and
we've been friends for many years because
we served as Governors together—that all
these emerging issues in the West, the chal-
lenges of reconciling all this growth with the
environmental challenges, basically were ig-
nored by the other party when they were in
power. And they normally did well in the
elections because the Federal Government
wasn’t getting in anybody’s hair. And then
when the Democrats got in, they tended to
try to deal with them, but in a way that alien-
ated so many people we found—further be-
hind. So we decided that we would not ig-
nore them, but we'd try to do it in a way
that would make connections with people at
the grassroots level. And I think, by and
large, the strategy has worked, and I'm very
grateful.

We set aside, among other things, more
land in national monuments, in the 43 million
roadless acres of the national forests, other-
wise, than any administration in the history
of this country except those of Theodore and
Franklin Roosevelt. And I'm very proud of
that. And you should be proud of him.

I want to thank the gentleman to my left—
to your left, my right—Ed Rendell, the
former mayor of Philadelphia who has been
a great chair of our Democratic Party and
who was leading us to victory this year. And
I really thank him for doing that. I decided
he ought to be chair of the party when Al
Gore and I won Philadelphia with about 80
percent of the vote and a bigger margin than
President Kennedy did when it was a much
larger city. So I figured if he could work that
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kind of mathematical magic in Philadelphia,
there’s no telling what he could do with the
country as a whole. [Laughter]

I want to thank Steve for his long friend-
ship and Janet for her outstanding leader-
ship. I also want to thank her publicly—TI've
never had a chance to do this before—for
her sterling service as United States attorney
here in my first term, before she became the
attorney general.

I want to acknowledge the event cochairs
here, John Shacknai, Bob and Carolyn Wolf,
Delbert and Jewell Lewis, and Fred DuVal,
who is much missed in the White House, but
I thank him for what he did. And let’s give
them all a big hand. [Applause]

Now, I also want to say a heartfelt thanks
to one present and one former Member of
Congress, Ed Pastor and former Senator
Dennis DeConcini. I think I'm going to see
them sometime today. I don’t know if they’re
in this room, but they really did a lot to help
ensure the success that this country has en-
joyed in the last 7Y% years.

I will be brief, but I want to say some
things as succinctly as I can. First, I am more
grateful than you know that in 1996 we won
the electoral votes of Arizona, for the first
time since Harry Truman in 1948,

Second, I am profoundly grateful for the
success our country has enjoyed in these last
7V years, that Steve and Janet outlined. I've
worked real hard to try to turn this country
around and move it in the right direction.
And T think we were helped by the fact that
I had been a Governor for nearly a dozen
years, that I had dealt with most of the prob-
lems that the country was facing in 1992, and
that we actually had specific, clear ideas
about what we wanted to do and we laid
them before the American people in great
detail.

And that brings me to the present mo-
ment. Everybody knew what the problem
was in 1992. The wheel was about to run
off. The economy was in bad shape. The soci-
ety was deteriorating by most indicators, and
we knew what we had to do. We also knew
that Washington was just paralyzed by this
sort of partisan fight when basically people
would say, “You got an idea; I've got an idea.
Let’s fight; otherwise, neither one of us will
get on the evening news.” And so there was
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a real penalty put on thinking. If you thought
you had new ideas and you tried to work
things out, there was really no reward. And
most of us out on the country, whether we
lived in Arizona or Arkansas or someplace
else, thought that it didn’t make much sense.
So we set about trying to turn the country
around, and the results have been good.

But now we're in a new election season.
And people ask me all the time, “Well, who’s
going to win? Do you think the Vice Presi-
dent is going to win?” I say yes. “Do you
think Hillary is going to win?” I say yes. And
I do, on both counts. “Do you think the
Democrats will win back to Congress?” Of
course, I say yes. But here’s the real truth:
Who will win this election depends upon,
more than anything else, what the people of
America think the election is about. The
question you ask may determine the answer
you get.

So that’s what I want to say to all of you,
because when I leave, somebody might ask
you why you were here today and what you
intend to do. And there’s a lot of work for
you to do between now and November, and
you have to decide what you think the elec-
tion is about. The election in 1992 was about
what we were going to do to turn our country
around. In 1996 it was about whether we
would continue and build on that direction
and build our bridge to this new century.
This election is about, in my view, what do
we intend to do with our prosperity.

And I would argue to you that what a coun-
try does at a magic moment like this is just
as stern a test of its judgment and its char-
acter as what a country does when it’s in trou-
ble. Anybody in this audience today, who is
over 30 years of age at least, can cite at least
one time in your life when you made a mis-
take, a personal or a professional mistake, not
because things were so tough but because
things were so good you thought there was
no penalty for the failure to concentrate and
think about the long run.

Now, for me, what we ought to do with
our prosperity is take advantage of it, because
nothing lasts forever—nothing bad, nothing
good, nothing lasts forever. So take advan-
tage of this moment to build the future of
our dreams for our children, to deal with the

big challenges: to deal with the aging of
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America, to deal with the plain environ-
mental challenges that are out there because
of the way we have grown as a nation and
as a world, to deal with the challenge of giv-
ing all of our children a world-class edu-
cation.

And while I'm at it, I'd like to compliment
the legislators. It seems to me like there’s
a bipartisan majority in Arizona for really
doing something significant about the
schools, and I hope it will get through the
legislature. And I want to thank the Repub-
licans who are supporting—[applause].

What are we going to do to help all these
families who now have jobs balance work and
family? Our country is behind other coun-
tries in that. You'd be amazed how many par-
ents I talk to, whether theyre working for
minimum wage or whether they're making
six-figure incomes, who worry every single
day about how theyre going to meet their
responsibilities at work and meet their most
important responsibilities of raising their
children.

There are all these really big, interesting
challenges. The reason that I want the Vice
President to win, apart from my personal loy-
alty to him and the role that he’s played—
and he has been, by far, the most significant
Vice President in the history of the country.
No other Vice President—I'm a pretty good
student of American history, and this is not
just election-year hype—no other Vice Presi-
dent has ever had anything close to the posi-
tive impact on the affairs of America and the
lives of the American people as Vice Presi-
dent than Al Gore has had. Not Harry Tru-
man; not Theodore Roosevelt; not anybody
as Vice President.

So when people say, “Why do you think
he should be elected?” I say, first of all, be-
cause he’ll keep the prosperity going. Sec-
ondly, because he really wants to extend it
to the people and places that have been left
behind and aren’t fully part of this. And
thirdly, because he understands the future,
and he can take us there.

We worked very hard to build America’s
high-tech future because we fought for a
technology act, the Telecommunications Act
of "96, that was pro-competition and pro-edu-
cation, with the E-rate that gives discounts
so that all of our schools and public libraries
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can hook up to the Internet. We've got a
very different world today. He understands
a big issue that all of you will face sooner
or later—probably sooner rather than later—
which is, how are we going to preserve peo-
ple’s privacy rights when all of our financial
records and all of our health care records
are on somebody’s computer somewhere?
That’s just one example.

You need to elect a President now who
will keep the prosperity going, who will ex-
tend it to people and places left behind, and
who understands the future and can lead us
there.

Now, I want you to know three things
about this election. One, it is really big. It
is just as important as the elections of 92
and "96, because we may never have another
chance in our lifetime to have a moment
where there is so much economic prosperity,
social progress, and relative absence of do-
mestic crisis or foreign threat. So it’s impor-
tant.

Two, there are real differences between
the parties, from the Presidential candidates
to the Senate candidates to the House can-
didates—real differences—and that’s good.
It means we can have an exciting and fun-
damentally positive election. We've had too
many elections in the last 20 years where
both candidates tried to convince the voters
that their opponents were just a notch above
a car thief. And you don’t have to do that.
You can assume in this election that every-
body is honorable, that everybody is going
to try to do what they say they’re going to
do, and there are differences. So, one, it’s
important; two, there are differences.

The third thing you need to know is, only
the Democrats want you to know what the
differences are. [Laughter] For example,
there is no question that it will be very ap-
pealing for the Republicans, beginning with
the nominee for President, to say, “Hey, vote
for us, and we’ll give you a tax cut worth
over a trillion dollars over the next 10 years.
And we can easily afford it because we're
going to have such a big surplus, because it’s
projected.”

And we say—the Vice President said last
week—"*No, no, no. First of all, let’s start by
saving 20 percent of the projected surplus
by taking the taxes you pay for Medicare and
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putting it in a lockbox so it can’t be spent
on anything besides Medicare. We'll pay the
debt down until we need it, and we’ll have
a hedge in case this surplus doesn’t mate-
rialize. And, yes, let’s have a tax cut, but let’s
focus it on the people who really need it and
on their need to educate their children, to
pay for child care, to pay for long-term care,
to accumulate wealth and save for their own
retirement.”

But let’s not spend it all, because if you
pass a tax cut now based on an assumed sur-
plus—it’s self-serving for me; I ought to say,
“Of course we're going to have a multi-tril-
lion dollar surplus over the next 10 years, and
I produced it, ha-ha.” But the truth is, you
don’t know any more than I do whether we're
going to have all that money over the next
10 years. And I think—people ask me all the
time, “What great economic innovation did
you bring to Washington?” And I give a one-
word answer: arithmetic. [Laughter] We
brought arithmetic back. We said, “Look, if
we don’t have it, we shouldn't spend it.
We've got to get rid of the deficit. We've
got to pay the debt down.”

Now, the Democrats should be for, yes,
investing in education; yes, giving working
people tax breaks; yes, investing in the envi-
ronment and scientific research. We should
be for all that. But we should also be for
continuing to pay down the debt. Why? Be-
cause it will keep interest rates lower. It will
stave off inflation. It will keep the stock mar-
ket growing. It will keep the economy strong-
er. We need to do it.

You don’t know any more than I do wheth-
er all this money that we now project is going
to be there over the next 10 years. And if
we give it away all on the front end in a tax
cut, you know as well as I do, if it doesn’t
materialize, we'll be right back into the bad
old days of deficits. Big issue. So you can’t
pretend that there are no consequences here.
And if you want this thing to keep going,
prudence, arithmetic, relying on human ex-
perience is really important.

I'll just give you a couple of other exam-
ples. We're for the minimum wage, and
they’re not. We're for a real Patients’ Bill of
Rights; a few of them are, but most of them
aren’t. We believe you can grow the economy



1440

and improve the environment in the informa-
tion age. It is no longer necessary for a coun-
try to stay rich or grow rich by putting more
greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. Most
of them don’t believe that, but I do. And
I believe the evidence is clear.

Vice President Gore said the other day,
“Vote for me, and I will build on and
strengthen President Clinton’s declaration of
over 40 million roadless acres in our national
forests.” In the primary—something that the
Republicans hope you'll develop amnesia
about—(laughter]—in the primary, his oppo-
nent said, “Vote for me, and I'll get rid of
that order protecting those 43 million
roadless acres.” There’s a real difference.

So there are real differences. And what I
want—what I would like to ask you to do
is go out to the people who aren’t here, peo-
ple you talk to every day, people that might
not be Democrats—independents, Repub-
licans—people with money, middle class
people that spend everything they earn pay-
ing their bills every 2 weeks, people that work
in this hotel and have to struggle to pay their
bills—and talk to them about it, and say,
“Look, this is a gift, folks. We can have an
old-fashioned American election. We don’t
have to be swayed by 30-second ads saying
that this person’s bad or that person’s bad.
Let’s assume everybody’s honorable and that
they’ll do what they say theyre going to do.”
And get the differences out there, and ask
people to think about what they think this
is about.

I have done everything I could to leave
our country in good shape. And I just want
us to take advantage of this moment to build
a future we dream of for the kids that are
in this audience. And if we do that, then the
outcome will be clear, here and throughout
America.

Thank you very much.

NotE: The President spoke at 12:30 p.m. in Salon
2/3 at the Ritz Carlton Hotel. In his remarks, he
referred to reception cohost Steve Owens; Janet
Napolitano, Arizona attorney general, who intro-
duced the President; and Gov. George W. Bush
of Texas.
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Thank you, Fred. Thanks for the great
work you did at the White House. Thanks
for this today. Thank you, Steve. And to all
of you who contributed and raised money
and made this a success, I thank you.

I want to thank Mayor Rendell. Remem-
ber that old joke about W.C. Fields, he said
he wanted on his tombstone, “All things con-
sidered, I'd rather be in Philadelphia”?
[Laughter] Mayor Rendell would always
rather be in Philadelphia. But he’s seen a
great deal of America here, and he’s done
a great job for us.

I also want to introduce Congressman Bob
Filner and his wife, Jane, from San Diego,
who’s here with us today. I'm glad to see
you. Theyre taking me to San Diego after
I leave you.

I know about half of you were in the other
room, and I'm loath to repeat my speech—
although I'm reminded once I went to—I
once went to a concert when I was Governor
of Arkansas that Tina Turner held in Little
Rock. And the guy that ran the place where
we had the concerts knew that I was a huge
Tina Turner fan. And so was Hillary, and she
was out of town, and she was really steamed
that she couldn’t go. So I took six of our
friends, and I went to this Tina Turner con-
cert.

And she was just making her big come-
back, and she sang all these new songs. Then
at the very end of the concert she started—
the band started playing “Proud Mary,”
which was her first hit, and we’d all heard
it before. And so Tina Turner goes up to the
microphone, everybody cheers like crazy,
and she said, “You know I've been singing
this song for 25 years, but it gets better every
time I do it.” [Laughter] So maybe I should
just give the same speech I just gave. [Laugh-
ter]

I want to say to all of you how much I
have loved coming here to Arizona and work-
ing with the people here on a wide variety
of issues; how grateful I am for the service
of all the Arizonans in the administration, in-
cluding Fred and Bruce and Hattie, and all
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the others; and how profoundly grateful T am
that we actually won Arizona’s electoral votes
for the first time since Harry Truman was
President.

I want to say a special word of appreciation
to the Native American tribal leaders who
are here. When I became President, I had
spent a lot of time—and so had Hillary, actu-
ally—going out into Indian country, across
America. And first of all, there is no monolith
there. Some of the tribes have great wealth
and success because of their gaming oper-
ations, and some of them have diversified
into operations. Others, including the Nav-
ajos in northern New Mexico, up near the
Colorado border, the Lakota Sioux in south-
ern South Dakota, are still so physically iso-
lated that more than half the people are un-
employed. In some places, more than half
the people don’t have telephones. And the
relationship between our National Govern-
ment and the Native American tribes, in my
judgment, have never really been as it should
have been, and certainly has never been con-
sistent with the promises we made in return
for all the land and minerals and other things
that we took so long ago.

So, shortly after I became President in
1994, 1 invited all the tribal leaders in Amer-
ica to come to the White House, for the first
time since James Monroe was President in
the 1820’s. And we had an incredible day
there. But it was very instructive for the sen-
ior members of my administration because
we had people who could fly in on their pri-
vate jets, and other people where the tribal
members had to pass the hat to raise enough
money to buy an airplane ticket.

And T just say that to you here in Arizona
because we have to keep working on this.
We have come a long way. We've made a
lot of progress. We've done a lot in edu-
cation. I've got an economic initiative out
there that I think we’ll pass this year, that
I believe will make a big difference. But we
have a lot of work to do. And we are begin-
ning to build—I'm happy to say, we’re begin-
ning slowly to build some bipartisan coalition
for building the right kind of commitment
to empowerment and equality. And I thank
you all for being here, and I think the Vice
President will show up at your —[inaudible].
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I would like to also say that a lot of people
are—when I go to these events, people say,
thank you, and I look around and wonder
if they’re talking about somebody that’s still
breathing. [Laughter] And so—I got a great
call the other day from a very distinguished
gentleman who said, “You know, Mr. Presi-
dent, for a lame duck you're still quacking
quite loudly.” [Laughter] I like that.

We're trying to get a lot of things done,
but we’re also in an election. And I just want
to give you a couple of observations. First
of all, insofar as we have had any success
over these last 7% years, the real credit be-
longs to the people of this country for sup-
porting us and for what they do outside the
Government sphere all day, every day, and
to the fact that I think we had good ideas.
People come up to me all the time, and they
say, “Gosh, you really brought a certain polit-
ical skill to the office.” And I said, “What
difference does it make? If we had the wrong
ideas, we wouldn’t be where we are.” It really
matters what your ideas are and whether you
can turn those ideas into policy.

And Janet Napolitano said in the previous
event something that I really appreciated
very much. She talked about the work I did
in 1990, when I had no idea that I would
be here, to write a document for the Demo-
cratic Party through the Democratic Leader-
ship Council, that said, okay, here’s where
we think America is; here’s what our core
values are; here are the specific things we
would do if we had a chance to govern.

Really it’s like, being President’s not all
that different from any other job. It matters
how hard you work, and it matters whether
what you're working on is right. And I say
that because we're so fortunate this year to
have such a good set of circumstances in the
country, although we are reminded to be a
little humble about it—like the gas price rises
in the Middle West, there should be a little
reminder that there’s no such thing as a static
reality. Things are changing in this country
very rapidly, and in the whole world.

But we're very fortunate. And the only
thing that I really worry about is whether we
kind of get lulled to sleep in the midst of
our own prosperity and progress and think
that there are no serious consequences to this
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election. This election is every bit as impor-
tant as the elections of 1992 and 1996.

In 92 we all knew what we had to do;
we had to change something. We not only
had to change the economic and social poli-
cies of the country; we had to change the
way politics works, because Washington had
virtually become paralyzed in the shouting
match between the two political parties. I'd
sit home in Little Rock and look at the news
at night, and it appeared to me that the para-
digm for how it was working was something
like, I've got my idea, you've got your idea;
let’s fight. Because if we don't fight, neither
one of us will get on the evening news. Now,
we won't get anything done, but we might
get on the evening news.

And I was stunned that when I became
President and I started trying to implement
some of our ideas, say, for welfare reform,
people would say, “Well you can’t do that.
That’s supposed to be a Republican idea.”
And T'd say, “Well, what is that?” And there
was never any substance; it was just like a
tag. And if you had the tag, whether it was
crime or welfare reform, that was a Repub-
lican tag. If it was education or health care,
that was a Democratic tag. And that doesn’t
tell you very much. That’s just a category.
That’s a word; you have to give meaning to
it.

So we've really worked very hard in the
last 7V% years to actually show up every day,
have ideas, and try to implement them. And
it’s amazing; it’s like any other kind of job.
It actually yields to effort. And I say that be-
cause it’s very important to me, as someone
who is not a candidate for the first time in
more than a quarter-century, that you under-
stand that this is a really, really significant
decision that is in your hands. And that we
are very fortunate to be able to make this
decision at a good time for our country.

And I hope we will make it in a very posi-
tive way, which doesn’t mean that I don’t
think there ought to be any fights and argu-
ments. That’s what elections are for. Then
you have to do your best to govern after the
election. But I've been so troubled, in the
last 20 years, how many elections seem to
have revolved around both sides, as I said
in the other meeting, trying to convince the
voters that their opponents were just one
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notch above a car thief. And the truth is, if
you look at the whole history of American
politics, Presidents pretty much do what they
say they're going to do when they run. And
when they don’t do it, we're normally glad
they didn’t. [Laughter]

I'll give you an example. Aren’t you glad
that Abraham Lincoln didn’t keep his cam-
paign promise in 1860 not to free the slaves?
Aren’t we glad that—he basically said, “My
commitment is to limit slavery, but I won’t
try to free them.” And he got in the middle
of the Civil War, and he realized that in good
conscience, it was wrong. At least three times
a week, I walk into the room in the White
House where Lincoln signed the Emanci-
pation Proclamation, and thank God that he
changed his mind.

Aren’t you glad that Roosevelt didn’t keep
his campaign promise in 1932? Look at Bert
laughing over there—he brought me a Roo-
sevelt letter the last time I was here, so I
could read it. And he promised in ’32 that
if he got elected, he’d balance the budget.
Well, it was a good thing for me to promise,
but a very bad thing for Roosevelt to promise,
because the unemployment rate of the coun-
try was 25 percent. And if he’d balanced the
budget, it would have made the economy
worse. So, instead, he experimented until he
found something that was working. But by
and large, people do what they say they will

0.
One of the nicest things that I have read—
and I have read some things about myself
that weren’t so nice, as you might imagine—
[laughter]—but one of the nicest things that
I've read—way back in ‘95, when we were
in political trouble, a distinguished Presi-
dential scholar of the Presidency and the
media named Thomas Patterson did an anal-
ysis of our record and said that I had already
kept a higher percentage of my campaign
commitments than the previous five Presi-
dents, even though I made more of them.

I say that—the people on our side, we took
these ideas seriously. We took these policies
seriously. We really worked at them. And
this is—I'm not giving you a slogan or a 30-
second ad, but I'm saying how I hope you
will approach this election. We can approach
the election and say, “Okay, we've got two
candidates for President that are honorable
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people. We have candidates for the Senate
and the House that are honorable people.
Let’s tee it up and see what they expect to
do with this magic moment.”

The most important thing for the Demo-
crats is that people understand how impor-
tant the election is. We knew what the deal
was in '92, and we knew it was real important.
We had a huge turnout. The country was flat
on its back. But I say this over and over again,
but I'm going to say it again—there’s not a
person in the world over 30 years old that
cannot remember at least one instance when
you made a personal or a professional mis-
take, not because things were so bad, but
because things were so good that you thought
there was no consequence to the failure to
concentrate. There is nobody who has lived
very long who can’t remember at least once
when that happened to you. That is what we
have to avoid.

If we understand that this is like the mo-
ment of a lifetime, and then we say, okay,
what are we going to do with our prosperity,
I hope the answer is: big things. It’s a chance
to paint the future that we all want for our
children.

How are we going to deal with the aging
of America? When all the baby boomers like
me get in the retirement system there will
be two people working for every one person
drawing Social Security. How will we manage
that? Both candidates have an idea about So-
cial Security; the Vice President said more
about Medicare. Who's right?

How are we going to grow the economy
and deal with the challenges of the local envi-
ronment, where you have a lot of growth,
and the global environment and global warm-
ing, which is real and can change everything
about the way our children live? How are
we going to be a force for peace and freedom
and decency throughout the world and mini-
mize the new security challenges that the
young people in this audience will face from
chemical, biological, nuclear weapons that,
like everything else, will benefit from, unfor-
tunately, new technology and miniaturiza-
tion? How are we going to give all of our
kids a world-class education? How are we
going to make sure everybody has got a
chance to participate in this economy?
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One of the things we are doing in a bipar-
tisan fashion in Washington now is pushing
this new markets legislation of mine. I've
been on two reservations lately to say that
America ought to give people with money
the same incentives to invest in poor areas
in America we give them to invest in poor
areas in Latin America and Asia and Africa—
because we’ll never have a better chance to
bring the benefits of free enterprise to neigh-
borhoods that have been left behind.

See, these are big questions. These are
questions—most of these questions we
couldn’t even ask back in 92 because we
were $300 billion in debt.

Now, so it’s a big election, ought to be
about big things. As Ed said, there are real
differences. I'll just mention three or four.
There’s a huge difference between the
Democratic take on where we are and how
to keep the prosperity going, and the Repub-
lican take. They think that we ought to have
a tax cut that costs somewhere between $1.3
trillion and $1.6 trillion. And they say, “Well,
the projected surplus is bigger than that.”
But if you take their Social Security proposal
and other things—the missile defense and all
those other proposals—it’s way more than
the projected surplus.

We think—the Vice President said the
other day—we ought to take $400 billion of
this projected tax cut, that’s going to come
right out of the Medicare taxes you pay, and
take it out of the budget, save it, wall it off,
and use it to pay down the debt until we
need it for Medicare. Now, that has two ben-
efits. First of all, you're protecting the money
and paying down the debt. Secondly, you're
protecting yourself in case all that projected
surplus doesn’t materialize.

I think it is really a mistake to decide now
to spend all of this projected surplus over
the next 10 years, which may not materialize.
And they say back, “Well, you guys want to
spend a lot of it.” We do. But the difference
is you have to approve the spending bills
every year, so if the money is not coming
in, you just don’t approve the bills. But if
you build it all into a tax cut on the front
end, it’s gone.

So we want a tax cut, too, but we think
it ought to be more modest in scope because
the main thing we can do for the economy
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is to keep these interest rates down, keep
paying that debt down, keep this thing going.
That’s a big difference.

Then what about including people? We
think we ought to raise the minimum wage
again; they don’t. We think we ought to pass
a Patients’ Bill of Rights; they don’t. We think
we ought to provide a Medicare prescription
drug benefit to every senior at an affordable
price on a voluntary basis; and their plan
doesn’t do that.

Now, you ought to tell your friends out
here that are independents and Repub-
licans—you ought to listen to them, hear
their side out, let them say why they differ
with us. But don’t pretend they don’t differ.
I got a big laugh in the other meeting when
I said there are three things you need to
know about this election: it's important; there
are differences between the candidates and
the parties; and only the Democrats want you
to know what the differences are. But there’s
a certain truth to that.

And T think it’s important that we have
a great, decent, candid, clear national debate
without trying to impugn anybody’s person-
ality, integrity, but to say this is—we have
been given a gift here, and we can talk about
it, and we can chart our future. We're not
bailing water out of a leaky boat anymore;
now we've got a chance to really just think
about where we’re going.

There are lots of other issues. This country
is fast becoming the most multiracial, multi-
ethnic, multireligious democratic society in
the world. How do we intend to go forward
into the future, actually not just tolerating
each other but celebrating our differences
and feeling secure enough to do it because
we know our common humanity is even more
important than all of our differences? This
is a huge question.

You think about what I have to—how have
I spent the time you gave me as President
on foreign policy? I worry about Northern
Ireland. T worry about the Middle East. I've
worried about Kosovo. I've worried about
Bosnia. I worry about the tribal wars in Afri-
ca. All over the world, in this so-called mod-
ern world, people are still out there killing
each other because they're from a different
tribe, a different faith, a different race, a dif-
ferent ethnic group. And still in America we
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have hate crimes where people get killed just
because of their race or their religion or be-
cause they're gay.

This is a big deal. We've got to figure out—
we’re not going to able to do good around
the world unless we are good here at home.
And we have the opportunity to honestly dis-
cuss this. How are we going to get this done
now? And you can say, “Well, you can say
all this high-minded stuff because you're not
running.” [Laughter] In the end there will
be some 15-second slogan that will pierce to
the heart of this. That does not have to be
the case. That does not have to be the case.

We had two guys offer, I think—or one
man offered the other day a million dollars
to the Presidential candidates” favorite char-
ity, $500,000 each, if they’d just show up and
have a debate on nothing but education—
and he happens to be a Republican. And the
Vice President—I was proud of him—said,
“Absolutely, right now, I'll do it.”

But I think the more we just sit around
and treat each other like we've got half-good
sense and we know what we’re doing and
we talk about what kind of future we want,
the better off we're going to be. Now, do
I believe it helps the Democrats? You bet
I do. Do I think, if that’s the environment
of the election, Al Gore will be elected, that
we’'ll pick up seats in the Senate, including
one I hope in New York, that we’ll take the
House back? Yes, I do. I think that. But I
might be wrong. I trust the American people.
Why are we around here after 200 years?
Because most of the time we get it right,
if we have enough time and enough informa-
tion. The sort of internal compass of the
American people, if it's not threatened, nor-
mally comes out all right. That's why we're
still around here after all this time.

So that's what I'd like to ask you all to
think about. I'd like to ask you to go out and
talk to people about it, because there is a
lot more consensus on a lot of these issues
than I think we think, number one; number
two, there are a lot of these issues that no-
body has got the answer to, that we need
debates on.

I mentioned in the other room—I want
to mention again—I was thrilled when I
found out that your Republican Governor
and the whole Democratic legislature, all the
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Democratic legislators were pushing an edu-
cation initiative to lower class size, raise
teacher pay, and improve the quality of edu-
cation. That’s a great thing. Because I can
tell you this, if we can’t provide a world-class
education to all of our kids, then we will
never be the country we ought to be.

And I can also tell you that we can do it.
I was in a public school in Spanish Harlem
in New York the other day. Two years ago
80 percent of those kids were reading below
grade level and doing math below grade
level. Two years ago. Today, 74 percent of
them are at or above grade level—in 2 years.

I was in a little school in Kentucky the
other day where way over the half the kids
are on free or reduced lunch. They were
identified as a failing school that had to do
better. They were going to have to shut down
or turn around. And in 3 years, they went
from 12 percent of their kids reading at or
above grade level to 57 percent. They went
from 5 percent of their kids doing math at
or above grade level to 70 percent. They
went from zero percent of their kids doing
science at or above grade level to two-thirds
of them. And it’s one of the 20 best grade
schools in Kentucky today—over half the
kids from very poor homes.

So we can do this. That’s another thing.
I'd like to see this debated. I've been working
on this school reform business for 20 years.
And when we started—when Hillary and I
started with the schools at home, we kind
of thought we knew what needed to be done,
and some of the stuff was obvious. But now,
we actually know. Now there are a remark-
able number of success stories like this about
educating our children. We know how to do
it now. There’s not a State in America where
you can’t identify a cluster of schools that
were in the tank that are performing at very
high levels now. Not a one. So, what’s our
excuse for the others? That ought to be a
big source of debate in this election.

How are we going to close the digital di-
vide? What about the Indian reservations,
where half the people don’t have phones?
I was introduced the other day, on the Nav-
ajo Reservation, by a 13-year-old girl that
won a contest—and she was very brilliant—
and she won a contest; she won a computer.
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And she couldn’t get on the Internet because
there was no phone line in her home.

So who’s got the best ideas about what to
deal with that? The point I'm trying to make
is, there’s plenty of stuff to debate. And I
don’t think the American people would be
bored if we had an honest, civil, explicit dis-
cussion about the big challenges out there.
Now, do I think we would win? You bet I
do, in a heartbeat. I believe that. But I might
be wrong. We ought to suit up and find out.

And I'll just say this about Al Gore: I think
I now know Al Gore better than anybody out-
side his family. We had lunch once a week,
the whole time we’ve been there together,
except when he had something more press-
ing to do—when he started running for
President. And I picked him not only because
we shared a certain orientation toward the
challenges of the 1990’s, but because he had
experience in Washington I didn’t have, and
he knew things about technology and the en-
vironment and arms control and foreign pol-
icy I didn’t know.

And it has been one of the best decisions
I ever made in my entire life about anything.
And T can tell you, on every tough decision
that T had to make—and we made some
tough ones—when we decided to help Mex-
ico, something that would have a big effect
on Arizona—the Mexican economy, it col-
lapsed a few years ago—the day we did it,
there was a poll that said by 81 to 15, you,
the American people, thought I shouldn’t do
it. That was a real tester. [Laughter]

But we did it, because I knew it was the
right thing to do. And I figured, a poll is
like a horse race; it’s not over yet. People
pay you to win and to do the right thing for
the country, and if it comes out all right, it’s
all right.

But Al Gore was for that. We went into
Bosnia and Kosovo; Al Gore was for that.
When we went in to save democracy in Haiti,
Al Gore was for that. He broke the tie on
the economic plan of "93, where we had no
votes from the other party. And if it hadn’t
been for that economic plan passing, the rest
of us—we wouldn’t be sitting here in this
nice hotel having this lunch today.

So he is a person of extraordinary intel-
ligence, extraordinary energy, and like me,
he loves all these issues. He also knows a
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lot about these technological issues that
we're going to have to face. For example,
we've got to close the digital divide. Wouldn’t
you like to have somebody as President who
knew how to do it, and who had been work-
ing on it for 6 or 7 years?

We've got to deal with the privacy issues.
We're all going to have all our records on
computers, all our financial records, all our
health care records. If you had to put up
health care records to get health insurance,
don’t you think there ought to be some limit
to who gets access to them? Shouldn’t you
have to give your own permission before you
give them up? Do you think you ought to
be denied a job because somebody can log
onto the Internet and find out something
about you your first cousin may not know?
These are big issues.

So anyway, I realize this is not a traditional
political speech; this is a conversation. But
you just remember what I told you. It’s a
real big election, real big issues, honest dif-
ferences—not bad guys and good guys, hon-
est differences. And if people know what they
are, we'll win. That's what you have to help
us do.

Thank you, and God bless you.

NOTE: The President spoke at 2:10 p.m. in Salon
1 at the Ritz Carlton Hotel. In his remarks, he
referred to luncheon cohosts Fred DuVal and
Steve Owens; Edward G. Rendell, general chair,
Democratic National Committee; Secretary of the
Interior Bruce Babbitt and his wife, Hattie
Babbitt, Deputy Administrator, U.S. Agency for
International Development; Janet Napolitano, Ar-
izona attorney general; Thomas Patterson, pro-
fessor of government and the press, John F. Ken-
nedy School of Government, Harvard University;
and Gov. Jane Dee Hull of Arizona.

Statement on Proposed School
Modernization Legislation
June 22, 2000

Every year that Congress stalls on passing
critical school modernization legislation is an-
other year our children have to go to class
in trailers, in crowded classrooms, in crum-
bling schools. A new U.S. Department of
Education survey of the condition of Amer-
ican schools gives cause for concern. Rising
enrollments and years of deferred mainte-
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nance have taken a serious toll, jeopardizing
our children’s health and the quality of their
education. According to the report, our
schools require $127 billion in repairs and
3.5 million students attend school in build-
ings that need to be replaced altogether.

Children cannot learn in crumbling
schools. Tt is clear that additional resources
are needed to accommodate record enroll-
ments and allow smaller classes. I have called
on Congress to enact my proposal to repair
25,000 schools over the next 5 years. In addi-
tion, I have proposed a school construction
tax cut that would help communities build
and modernize 6,000 schools. Representa-
tives Charles Rangel and Nancy Johnson
have introduced legislation to do just that.
While there is broad bipartisan support for
this key school modernization legislation,
congressional leaders have refused to even
bring it to a vote. Congress should act now
to give all our children the safe, modern,
world-class schools they deserve.

Statement on Proposed Legislation
To Bolster Enforcement of Gun Laws

June 22, 2000

Today the House has an opportunity to
bolster our efforts to fight gun crime in
America as it considers the Commerce, Jus-
tice, State appropriations bill. In its current
form, the bill severely underfunds my $280
million national gun enforcement initiative—
including funding for 1,000 new State and
local gun prosecutors, anti-gun violence
media campaigns, and smart gun technology.
I urge the House to pass Representative
Lowey’s amendment to provide $150 million
to hire State and local gun prosecutors to put
more gun criminals behind bars.

Yesterday the Treasury Department re-
leased its first-ever gun ATF gun trafficking
report demonstrating my administration’s
commitment to tough gun enforcement and
the need to close deadly loopholes in our laws
that make gun shows and corrupt dealers fa-
vorite supply channels for illegal traffickers.
Congress can take immediate action to ad-
dress these issues and make progress in the
fight to reduce gun violence. Instead, the
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House attempted to undermine the adminis-
tration’s historic gun safety agreement with
Smith & Wesson last night. Despite the fail-
ure of this attempt, the Republican leader-
ship continues its assault on this agreement
at a time when our Nation loses nearly 12
children per day in gunfire.

We should be doing all we can to move
forward in the fight to reduce gun violence,
not backward. I urge Congress to focus on
measures that will improve public safety by
fully funding my national gun enforcement
initiative to give law enforcement even more
tools to crack down on gun criminals. And
Congress should finally pass the stalled com-
monsense gun safety legislation to close the
gun show loophole and take other steps to
keep guns out of the wrong hands.

Statement on the Shootings of
Government Meat Inspectors

June 22, 2000

I was shocked and saddened to learn of
the tragic shootings of three government in-
spectors, including two U.S. Department of
Agriculture employees, in California. The
Federal Government is working closely with
local authorities on this matter. This grievous
act was committed against dedicated individ-
uals who were working to ensure the public’s
health and safety. I want to join all Americans
in extending our thoughts and prayers to the
victims and their families and coworkers.

Letter to Congressional Leaders on
National Long-Term Energy Needs

June 22, 2000

Dear Mr. Speaker: (Dear Mr. Leader:)
With so much attention focused on the re-
cent spike in gasoline prices and OPEC’s de-
cision to increase production quotas, it is crit-
ical that we not lose sight of our nation’s long-
term energy needs. For seven years, my Ad-
ministration has pursued a sound, com-
prehensive policy to address those needs. Re-
grettably, several key elements of this Ad-
ministration’s strategy have languished in
Congress. In recent days, in fact, budget ini-
tiatives to strengthen our energy supply have
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suffered significant cuts, while some Mem-
bers have advanced proposals that would se-
riously harm our environment in the name
of energy security. I urge you to work closely
with me to enact these critical energy pro-
posals without further delay.

I remain very concerned about high gaso-
line prices and find the situation in the Chi-
cago/Milwaukee region particularly trou-
bling. Last week, the Department of Energy
(DOE) and the Environmental Protection
Agency sent analysts to the region to explore
the reasons for this price differential. While
a number of factors appear to have contrib-
uted to the unusually high prices in the re-
gion, it is possible that they may not account
for the entire increase in gas prices. The Fed-
eral Trade Commission has initiated an in-
vestigation of pricing practices in the region
to determine if there is any unfair or illegal
activity there. We look forward to the results
of these investigations.

Our concern about high gasoline prices in
the short-term, however, cannot be allowed
to distract us from addressing the long-term
energy needs of our nation. My Administra-
tion has pursued an energy policy that pro-
vides a comprehensive and balanced ap-
proach to addressing the nation’s energy
needs. Unfortunately, Congress is consid-
ering proposals that are unnecessary and
would do irrevocable harm to the environ-
ment, such as opening the Arctic refuge to
drilling. Instead, Congress should act on the
following key pieces of my energy policy.

First, I have proposed a $4 billion package
of tax incentives to encourage consumers to
purchase more efficient cars, homes, and
consumer products. Congress has failed to
enact this package for over two years, even
though these tax credits would save con-
sumers money, protect our environment, and
reduce our dependence on foreign oil. I also
have proposed tax incentives to support re-
newable energy and the domestic oil indus-
try, including the expensing of geological and
geophysical expenses and delay rental pay-
ments.

Second, over the past seven years I have
repeatedly proposed significant increases in
Federal investments in responsible domestic
sources of energy, including most recently
$1.4 billion in FY 2001 for high-priority items
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at DOE for energy efficiency, renewable en-
ergy, natural gas, and distributed power gen-
eration systems. Specific examples of these
investments include more efficient tech-
nologies for our factories and homes, weath-
erization of low income households, tech-
nologies to produce biofuels and power from
biomass, and the Partnership for a New Gen-
eration of Vehicles (PNGV)—a collaborative
effort with automakers to deliver affordable
cars that are three times more fuel efficient.
Yet, Congress has failed to support these crit-
ical goals, approving only 12 percent of our
proposed increases for energy efficiency and
renewables over the past seven years. This
year, the House has already cut DOE’s FY
2001 budget for energy efficiency programs
below last year’s enacted level and has cut
virtually all DOE funding for the PNGV pro-
gram.

Third, two years ago I submitted the Com-
prehensive Electricity Restructuring Act to
Congress, to improve the operation and effi-
ciency of the electricity sector. Congress to
date has not enacted a comprehensive re-
structuring bill. Such legislation would im-
prove the reliability of our electric power sys-
tem, provide American consumers an esti-
mated annual savings of $20 billion as a result
of competition in electricity markets, and sig-
nificantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

Fourth, to address energy supply emer-
gencies, I have called for reauthorization of
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR), the
establishment of a regional home heating oil
reserve in the Northeast, and replenishment
of the Low Income Home Energy Assistance
Program emergency funds. Authorization for
the SPR expired on March 31, 2000. It is
critical that the SPR be reauthorized so that
I have available all means to respond to any
possible energy supply emergency. Further,
the Department of Energy cannot establish
a regional home heating oil reserve in the
Northeast to respond to shortages of home
heating oil until Congress either reauthorizes
the SPR or separately passes legislation au-
thorizing the creation of such a reserve with
a responsible trigger. Because Congress has
failed to act thus far, it will be virtually im-
possible to establish a home heating oil re-
serve in time for next winter.
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America needs a balanced, forward-look-
ing energy policy based on the proposals that
my Administration has put before Congress.
We are committed to a responsible approach
that will infuse our energy sector with both
efficiency and competition; that values clean
air, clean water, and healthy lands; and that
seeks to cushion America against emer-
gencies in the energy market. Congress
should act on my proposals without further
hesitation.

Sincerely,

William J. Clinton

NoOTE: Letters were sent to ]. Dennis Hastert,
Speaker of the House of Representatives; Richard
A. Gephardt, House minority leader; Trent Lott,
Senate majority leader; and Tom Daschle, Senate
minority leader. An original was not available for
verification of the content of this letter.

Message to the Senate Transmitting
an Amendment to the Montreal
Protocol

June 22, 2000

To the Senate of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the advice and
consent of the Senate to ratification, the
Amendment to the Montreal Protocol on
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer
(the “Montreal Protocol”), adopted at Beijing
on December 3, 1999, by the Eleventh
Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Pro-
tocol (the “Beijing Amendment”). The report
of the Department of State is also enclosed
for the information of the Senate.

The principal features of the Beijing
Amendment, which was negotiated under
the auspices of the United Nations Environ-
ment Program, are the addition of trade con-
trols on hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs),
the addition of production controls on
HCFCs, the addition of
bromochloromethane to the substances con-
trolled under the Montreal Protocol, and the
addition of mandatory reporting require-
ments on the use of methyl bromide for quar-
antine and preshipment purposes. The Bei-
jing Amendment will constitute a major step
forward in protecting public health and the
environment from potential adverse effects
of stratospheric ozone depletion.
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By its terms, the Beijing Amendment will
enter into force on January 1, 2001, provided
that at least 20 parties have indicated their
consent to be bound. The Beijing Amend-
ment provides that no State may become a
party unless it previously has become (or si-
multaneously becomes) a party to the 1997
Montreal Amendment. The Montreal
Amendment is currently before the Senate
for its advice and consent to ratification (Sen-
ate Treaty Doc. No. 106-10).

I recommend that the Senate give early
and favorable consideration to the Beijing
Amendment and give its advice and consent
to ratification, at the same time as it gives
its advice and consent to ratification of the
Montreal Amendment.

William J. Clinton

The White House,
June 22, 2000.

Remarks at a Reception for
Congressional Candidate Susan
Davis in San Diego, California

June 22, 2000

Thank you. I'm sorry Susan couldn’t be
here today, but I'm glad she’s doing her job.
[Laughter] That's what Democrats do. And
I feel really comfortable having Steve here,
because we're both campaigning for positions
in the congressional spouses’ club. [Laugh-
ter]

I want to thank Congressman Bob Filner
for that rousing speech and for the wonderful
service he gives to you, to California, and to
our Nation every day in the United States
Congress.

Somewhere in this crowd we have two
other Democratic candidates for Congress—
George Barraza and Craig Barkacs. Where
are they? Theyre here somewhere. Give
them a hand. There they are. [Applause] On
my way in, the first lady of California, Sharon
Davis, met me. I want to thank her for being
here.

And T want to say to all of you, thanks.
I think all of you know the role that this State
played in our campaign in 92 and in "96;
the unbelievable vote we got here against all
the odds in 1992, when I became the first
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Democrat since Harry Truman to carry San
Diego, and I thank you.

I just want to say one or two words. You
know, I can speak with a certain freedom
about this election because it’s the first time
in 26 years I haven't been on the ballot.
[Laughter] Most days, I'm okay about it.
[Laughter] I know it’s hot in here, and I want
to get out and shake hands and all that, but
I want you to just listen for a minute. Some-
body might ask you why you came here, and
I want you to be able to give a good answer.

Now, we have worked hard to turn this
country around. And where I could—where
I could in good faith, I have worked with
the Republicans. But they opposed our eco-
nomic policy and said it would bankrupt the
country. Instead, it gave us the longest eco-
nomic expansion and the biggest surpluses
in our history. They opposed our social poli-
cies. They were against the family and med-
ical leave law. They said it would hurt the
economy. Instead, we’ve had over 20 million
people take advantage of it when a baby was
born or a parent was sick. And we’ve got over
22 million new jobs. Basically, they opposed
us on the Brady bill, the assault weapons ban,
putting 100,000 police on the street, putting
50,000 more on the street. They said it
wouldn’t put a dent in crime. Instead, it gave
us the lowest crime rate in 25 years and a
35 percent drop in crime.

They kept trying to put these riders to
weaken our environmental protection on all
the bills that I passed, ever since 1995. They
opposed it when I tried to set aside national
monuments, when I set aside over 40 million
acres for roadless areas in the national for-
ests. They said all of our efforts to have clean-
er air, cleaner water, were going to hurt the
economy. Instead, we've got the strongest
economy and the cleanest environment in
history.

Now, what’s the point of all this? We have
had a contest of ideas. And that’s what you
have to remind the voters of this November,
the people who aren’t here, the people who
don’t follow this so closely, but the people
who love our country and love this State and
want to do right by America when they go
into the voting booth. We have had a contest
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of ideas. Ours have been tested in the cru-
cible of experience, and guess what? They
worked. They worked.

I recommend you go out all across this
community and to your friends all across the
State and throughout the Nation and say the
following: Number one, this is a really impor-
tant election. It is just as important as the
election of 1992 or the election of 1996. And
the danger is that people may not understand
it. In "92 California was hurting; the economy
was hurting; the open wounds of society were
laid bare. We knew what the election was
about. We knew we had to change. In 1996
the election was clear: Were you going to
ratify what we were doing or reject it and
build our bridge to the 21st century?

What is the election of 2000 about? It is
about, what do we propose to do with our
prosperity, with our surplus, with our good
fortune, with our social progress, with our
confidence? That’s what it’s about. I believe
with all my heart, if the American people be-
lieve that's what this election about, we’ll
win. I believe Al Gore will win. I believe
Susan Davis will win. I believe Hillary
Clinton will win. I believe—{[inaudible].

Here’s the good news. You don’t have to
go out and say anything bad. All you've got
to do is tell the truth about the differences.
I'm sick and tired of elections—for 20 years,
I have watched elections—mostly driven by
the far right in this country—where, in the
end, people were so angry and upset with
each other, both sides were essentially trying
to convince the voters that their opponents
were just one notch above a car thief.
[Laughter]

Now, you don’t have to do it, and you
shouldn’t. What you ought to say, number
one, this is a big election; we've got the
chance to build the future of our dreams for
our children. Number two, there are real dif-
ferences and they are profound, and you
should assume that people on both sides are
honorable, and they will continue to do what
they have done, and they will do exactly what
they say they will do. And number three, only
the Democrats want you to know what the
real differences are in this election.

You watch—TI'1l tell you, I love watching
these Republicans now, butter wouldn’t melt
in their mouth. They want you to forget all
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about the fact that they even had a Presi-
dential primary campaign. And they certainly
want you to forget the commitments they
made in their primary campaign. And you
watch a lot of them voting this year—they
want you to forget all about how they voted
from 1995 until they figured out where the
voters were. And they figured they could just
get by this election and they could go back
to being the way it was.

Now look, there are real differences. On
economic policy, they want to take all this
marvelous projected—the operative word is
projected—surplus and spend it on their plan
for a tax cut, $1.3 to $1.5 trillion; on their
plan to partially privatize Social Security,
which would cost about $800 billion. They
want to spend more for their missile defense
system and their other defense ideas and for
their school voucher program. In other
words, they want to spend it all now because
they know it’s going to materialize.

Now, I ought to say that it will because
it’s self-serving for me. We turned this deficit
around, and we got a projected, huge surplus.
But I say again, it is projected.

Now, what Al Gore and the Democrats
want to do is to, first of all, say it’s projected;
we don’t have this money yet. How in the
world can we give it all away before we’ve
got it? Let's save 20 percent on the front
end by taking all the taxes you pay for Medi-
care and putting it over here so it can’t be
spent on anything else, and keep paying
down the debt. Let’s give the people a tax
cut but one they really need to help educate
our children, send them to college, pay for
child care, pay for long-term care for the el-
derly, pay to give people incentives to invest
in the poor areas that have been left behind.
But let's make sure it’s something we can
afford, even if what is projected doesn’t ma-
terialize. And let’s save some back to invest
in the education of our children and cleaning
up the environment and extending health
care coverage to people who need it.

Now, folks, this is a huge deal. Do you
want the main benefits of this surplus we
worked so hard for to go to just a few, and
do you want to risk the fact that we’ll be
back in deficits before you know it? Or do
you want to keep paying the national debt



Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000 / June 22

down and investing in the future of our chil-
dren and our families?

You know, now that I've just got about 7
months to go, all these people come up to
me all the time and say, “What was the secret
of your economic policy? What did you bring
back to Washington? What new idea did you
introduce?” And I give them a one-word an-
swer—arithmetic. We tried their way for 12
years; we tried it our way for 8 years. Does
anybody seriously doubt which way works
best? Let’'s don’t go back to that old way.
Let’s go forward.

Now, what about building one America?
We're for a minimum wage increase, they’re
not. Only now they feel bad about it when
they're not. [Laughter] We're for a Patients’
Bill of Rights, and they’re not. Only now they
act like they feel bad about it when they’re
not. [Laughter] We're for a Medicare vol-
untary prescription drug program so that all
of our seniors have access to prescription
drugs, they’re not. Only now they have post-
ers to tell them what words they're supposed
to say so you'll think they're for it. [Laughter]

Now, I'm not the most partisan person we
ever had in the White House. I like working
with Republicans. I will work with Repub-
licans every day until I leave if theyll work
with me. But I'm not going to paper over
the differences, and you shouldn’t either.
There are real differences here—on eco-
nomic policy, on Medicare and prescription
drugs, on the Patients’ Bill of Rights, on the
minimum wage, on whether we’re going to
protect the environment or weaken our envi-
ronmental protections, on whether the next
Supreme Court will protect a right to choose
or get rid of it.

So I'm here for Susan Davis because I
think she’s on the right side of those issues,
and because she has worked hard at a public
job and represented you well. And she’s
doing her duty today, which is what she
ought to be doing. And that’s what we need
more of in this country.

And I'm here for Al Gore because I know
he will have an economic policy that will keep
the prosperity going. You ought to ask—TI just
want you to ask your friends in California
and throughout the country if they really
want to go back to that economic policy or
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wouldn’t they like to build on what we've
done and go forward? That’s the first thing.

Second thing, I'm for him because I know
he will try to extend the benefits of this pros-
perity to the families of people in the places
that have been left behind, which is a passion
of mine. If we can’t take economic oppor-
tunity to the poor neighborhoods, the poor
people, and the poor places that have been
left behind now; if we can’t close the digital
divide; if we can’t raise educational oppor-
tunity—if we can’t do this now, when will
we ever get around to it? Now is not the
time to change our commitment to spreading
the benefits of this new economy.

And the final thing, the third reason I'm
for him is that he understands the future.
And we need somebody in Office who under-
stands the future. There will be all kinds of
new issues. The children in this audience will
spend the next 30 years worrying about glob-
al warming if we don’t take action now. And
Al Gore was the first public figure in Amer-
ican life to understand that. When everybody
else was saying it was some sort of conspiracy
to undermine the American economy, he
said, “No, the climate is getting warmer, and
it’s going to wreck a lot of what we do and
a lot of how we live, and we can still grow
our economy and improve our environment.”

When we rewrote the telecommunications
law in a way that created hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs, all the big monopolists moved
in on Congress, and Al Gore said, “No, we're
going to have competition here; we’re going
to let small entrepreneurs and little guys get
in here and take advantage of this techno-
logical revolution. And we’re going to have
the E-rate so that every school and every li-
brary can afford to log onto the Internet, and
none of our kids will be left behind.”

And now, when all of our health records
and all of our financial records are on some-
body’s computer somewhere, and a lot of big
economic interests want to get their hands
on it—for obvious reasons. Al Gore is up
there in Washington saying, “No, Americans
should have the right to privacy. And unless
they say you can have their information, you
shouldn’t get their health or their financial
information.”

So I want you to take that message out
of here. I want you to work for Susan Davis,
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not just when the President comes to town
but every day between now and November.
I want you to work for Al Gore and the other
Democrats. I want you to remind the people
of California what it was like in 1992 and
what it’s like today. And I want you to say,
“Look, we need somebody who will keep the
prosperity going, who will spread it to more
families and people who have been left be-
hind, and who understands the future.”

And remember, it’s a big election; there
are real differences and only the Democrats
want you to know what they are.

Thank you, and God bless you.

NoTE: The President spoke at 6:30 p.m. at the
El Cortez Hotel. In his remarks, he referred to
Ms. Davis” husband, Steve; and George (Jorge)
Barraza and Craig Barkacs, candidates for Califor-
nia’s 51st and 52d Congressional Districts, respec-
tively. Ms. Davis is a candidate for California’s
49th Congressional District.

Remarks at a Democratic National
Committee Dinner in San Diego

June 22, 2000

Let me say, first of all, Mike, you gave a
wonderful talk, and you gave a wonderful
toast. And I like it either way. [Laughter] And
I want to thank you and Carol and all of you
for the work you did to make this a success
tonight. I'd like to thank California’s first
lady, Sharon Davis, for being here. I'd like
to thank Representative Bob Filner and his
wife, Jane, who are here. Thank you for being
here. Former Representative and chief of
staff to the Governor, Lynn Schenk, thank
you for being here.

And T also would like to thank the leaders
of the Barona and Viejas tribes for their sup-
port and for the example they’re setting. We
had a great talk around the table tonight
about the differences among the tribes in
terms of economic circumstances and poten-
tial in Indian country throughout America.
And it’s one of the great honors of my Presi-
dency has been the opportunity I've had to
spend more time with more people from the
Native American tribes and the Tribal gov-
ernment than any President probably in his-
tory. I invited all the Tribal leaders to meet
me at the White House, for the first time
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since James Monroe was President in the
1820’s, that happened. It was quite wonder-
ful. So it’s been a great thing.

I would like to thank Bertrand, the owner
of Mr. A’s Restaurant, for a wonderful dinner
tonight. Was this great, or what? [Applause]
When I used to do these back home and we
didn’t eat like this—[laughter]—I feel pretty
great about it.

I'd like to thank Mayor Rendell, who I
did—he was looking forward to a fairly
peaceful retirement of a year or so, and then
he was going to ascend to the Governorship
of Pennsylvania, which I still hope he will
do. So I told him I had this little part-time
job I was interested in him doing. And he
has part-timed himself all across America, ex-
hausting himself, trying to make sure that we
preserve the progress in this country and pre-
serve the prosperity. And I'm very, very
grateful to him. He’s been a great leader for
our party. And all these young people that
work on these events, I'm grateful to them.

I'll tell you a story. I don’t know about a
joke, but I'll tell you a story. You gave the
Irish blessing so—my people are from a place
called Fermanagh. They were Irish Protes-
tants living on the border. Fermanagh is a
little village literally on the border of North-
ern Ireland and Ireland, in the west. And my
mother was a Cassidy. So we found the
Protestant Cassidys. We traced them all the
way back to a farmhouse built in the 1750’.
And T went to Ireland in '95; they actually
gave me a watercolor of the farmhouse,
which is the only—the oldest known resi-
dence of relatives of mine—at least, any rel-
ative that’s willing to admit it still. [Laughter]

And you know I've had this remarkable
love affair with Ireland, because I got the
United States involved in the peace process,
and it'’s worked out in a remarkable way. I
went to Dublin in 95; we had 100,000 people
in the street; it was really one of the great
days of my life. I turned on the Christmas
lights in Belfast, and there were 50,000 peo-
ple there. It’s just been unbelievable.

What happens, especially when you're not
running anymore, you tend to get a little free
with what you say. [Laughter] Sometimes
you actually commit the sin of saying exactly
what you think. [Laughter] I can say this be-
cause we've had a happy ending now.
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[Laughter] You may remember, for a while
we got the institutions of self-government up
to Northern Ireland, and everybody is work-
ing along together, and then all of a sudden
it all gets taken down because they can’t
agree on the decommissioning issue. And it
was maddening. And all these people had
been working for years, many of them a lot
longer than I had though—that after we had
actually ended the Irish civil war and we had
got it all done, it was all going to pieces again.

And T said—not thinking about stereo-
typing the Irish, of which I am one—I said,
this reminds me—I said these two sides in
Northern Ireland remind me of two guys that
are kind of drunk, and they decide they're
going to quit drinking. And they walk out
of the bar together, arm in arm, and right
as they get to the swinging door they say,
no, and they turn around and go back.

So I was blasted all over Ireland. “Clinton
let us down. He’s stereotyping the Irish.”
And I was really worried about it until about
3 days later I got in the mail a copy of a
letter to the editor from the Irish Times say-
ing, “T see all this criticism of President
Clinton for comparing us, and all those things
he said.” And he said, “It is terrible what
he said; I've been a drunk all my adult life,
and I resent being compared to those peo-
ple.” [Laughter] So sometimes when you're
uptight, you've just got to tell a joke and
laugh it off and go on.

But anyway, I'm delighted to be here and
I'm delighted that—I sort of thought there
would come a time this year when I'd show
up at one of these dinners and no one would
be there. [Laughter] And so I'm very grateful
to you. I'm grateful to the people of Cali-
fornia, and I'm very grateful to the people
of San Diego. I've had a special relationship
with this community from the beginning. I
love it here. My family and I have had a won-
derful set of experiences here. We had a
wonderful vacation here one year around—
a springtime vacation. And I'm particularly
glad that I came here tonight and somebody
showed up. [Laughter]

I got a call last week from a very distin-
guished citizen of the world who said, “Well,
Mr. President, for a lame duck, you're still
quacking rather loudly.” [Laughter] So that’s
what I'm trying to do.
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I would like to just say a couple of things
to follow up on what Mayor Rendell said.
I thank you for coming here, and we’ll do
our best to invest the funds you have given
us wisely. But we need your help in telling
people why you feel this way. People ask me
all the time, they come up to me and they
say, “Who do you think is going to get elect-
ed? And I always say, “I think the Vice
President is going to win.” I do. I said it a
year and a half ago when he was 18 points
behind in the polls.

Then they kind of say, “Do you think
Hillary is going to win?” I say, “Of course”™—
I mean, what do you expect me to say? But
I actually believe it. But let me say what I
think the real issue is in all these Senate and
the House and the President’s race. And I
do think we're going to win. But the issue
is, what do the voters think the election is
about? This is one of those deals—we’ve got
a lot of trial lawyers in this room. Sometimes
the answers people give depends upon the
way the question is asked, or what you think
the real question is. And this election—real-
ly, the outcome of this election is going to
be determined, by and large, by what people
think this election is about.

And I think if we can demonstrate, num-
ber one, that we've been working here for
8 years with a core set of ideas designed to
give opportunity to every responsible citizen
and to create a community in which any
American can be a part; and that we've tried
to be a force for peace and freedom and pros-
perity and decency around the world; and
that what we need to do is to build on that,
not undo it—if we can make that point, then
the second point we need to make is that
we have to decide, we need to make a con-
scious decision about what to do with our
prosperity. I mean, sometimes I feel like a
broken record, but I will say this over and
over and over again. Anybody who is over
30 years old can remember at least one time
in his or her life when you have made a
whopping mistake, not because you were
faced with adverse circumstances but be-
cause things were rocking along so well you
thought there was no penalty to the failure
to concentrate. Anybody who is over 30 years
old can remember at least one time in your
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personal life or in your work life when a mis-
take has been made because it seemed that
there were no consequences to the failure
to concentrate because everything was rolling
along.

And if you really listen to the two sides,
the other side really seems to be saying,
“Look, we need to just take this thing while
it’s coming because nobody can mess up this
economy if they try.” And I don’t believe
that. I think we need to make a conscious
decision as a people that we have an obliga-
tion, a solemn obligation to our children’s
generation, to use this magic moment to deal
with the big issues out there, the big chal-
lenges, the big opportunities of this century.

Now, if you get that far, then you have
to say, what are those challenges; what do
you think they ought to do; and are there
any real differences between the parties?
And I have to tell you that I think it’s obvious
what we ought to be doing. We need to fig-
ure out how to keep this prosperity going
and spread its benefits to people and places
who have been left behind.

We need to figure out how to make people
who have jobs better able to balance their
responsibilities at work and their responsibil-
ities at home—something America still has
not done enough on. Child care, preschool,
after-school, health care for the families that
are working out there that don’t have it yet.
All of those things.

We need to figure out how to continue
to grow the economy and do even better at
preserving and improving the environment,
and especially dealing with the problem of
climate change. We've proved that we can
get the crime rate down. We ought to com-
mit ourselves to making this the safest big
country in the world. We can do that in 5
years if we made up our mind to do it. We
ought to commit ourselves to paying Amer-
ica’s debt off. We’re not running deficits any-
more; we're running surpluses. I think it
ought to be a national policy goal to pay off
the public debt. That’s what I believe.

Now, I have to tell you, that’s a very con-
troversial position among Democrats, be-
cause we also want to spend more money
to educate people, to provide health care to
poor people. But here’s why I'm for that. If
we keep paying the debt down, we’ll keep
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interest rates down. It’ll be easier for people
to borrow money. It will be easier to invest.
There will be more jobs. There will be higher
incomes. And we'll keep the expansion going
along. And the best social program any gov-
ernment can provide is a good private sector
jobs. You've got to have a growing economy
first.

We wouldn’t be here having this conversa-
tion. This election wouldnt even be about
all this stuff. We're sitting here arguing about
how to spend the surplus, and is it $1- or
$2-trillion over the next 10 years?

If T had told you in "92, if T had to come
to California and I said, “I want you to vote
for me, and I'll get rid of this deficit”—we’d
been running a deficit for 30 years, and we
quadrupled the national debt in the last 12
years— ‘now vote for me, and I'll get rid of
it. And before I'm gone we’ll have three dif-
ferent surpluses, and we’ll know that we can
pay off our debt in the first decade of the
21st century.” Do you know what you would
have said? You would have said, “He seems
like such a nice man, but he’s slightly daft,
and we better send him home.” [Laughter]

But it happened. People ask me all the
time, what magical new idea did we bring
to Washington in the economic area? And
I always say, in one word, arithmetic. That
is, we stopped playing games with the num-
bers. We stopped promising people some-
thing we couldn’t deliver. We said if we’re
going to spend the money, we've got to have
the money.

And we made hard choices. I got rid of
hundreds of programs so that we could dou-
ble our investment in education while we
were cutting the deficit. And those things had
to be done.

Now, what’s all this got to do with where
we areP So here we are now. If you believe
these big challenges ought to be faced, then
you have to say, well, are there consequences
to the decision of who gets to be President?
Are there consequences to the decision who
gets elected to the Senate, who gets elected
to the Congress? And I would argue that
there are big differences between these can-
didates, and if you'll listen very closely to the
debate, the Democrats are a lot more inter-
ested in you knowing what the differences
are than the Republicans are. Because they
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know if you really understand the dif-
ferences, two-thirds of the people agree with
us.

For example, should we say, okay, now we
have the surplus at $2 trillion over 10 years,
estimated, projected, over the next 10 years.
So their policy is to spend over half of it on
a tax cut, $1.3 trillion, and then to partially
privatize Social Security, which—and guar-
antee the benefits of everybody still in the
system, which will cost about another $800
billion. So there’s $2 billion there. And then
to pay for “star wars” and school vouchers
and some other promises, so that well be
back into deficits sooner or later in the next
decade if we get the whole $2 trillion.

Our policy, as reflected in the Vice Presi-
dent’s position, is we may not get the $2 tril-
lion. That great line from “Jerry McGuire”—
“Show me the money!” The problem with
all this tax cut stuff, it sounds great and most
of you would be better off in the short run
with their policy. But I emphasize, in the
short run, because if we have a big tax cut
with 4 percent unemployment, it will be per-
ceived as inflationary; interest rates will go
up more than they've already gone up; it will
slow the economy; it will cut the profitability
of your investments; and therefore, the pro-
jected surplus will not materialize, and we’ll
be right back in the deficit suit.

So we're put in a position of telling you
things you may not want to hear, like the
Vice President said the other day, why don’t
we just start by saying we're going to save
20 percent of this projected surplus, because
$400 billion of this projected surplus are
taxes you're paying for Medicare. So let’s just
wall it off, use it to pay down the debt until
we need it, and then Medicare will last a
lot longer.

Why don’t we have a tax cut, but less
than—and a sizable one, but still less than
half the one they propose, so we can focus
on wealth creation for people that can’t do
it otherwise, help them establish their own
savings account, child care, sending kids to
college, long-term care when you've got an
elderly or disabled relative who is sick, and
then save some money to invest in our fu-
ture—in education, in science and tech-
nology, in new environmental technologies,
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in health care, and the things that will change
our future?

Now, there’s a huge difference. What do
you propose to do with the surplus? What
do you propose to do with this moment of
prosperity? It will affect economic policy; it
will affect social policy. What are the other
differences?

Well, we think we ought to bend over
backwards and let everybody participate. We
think the people that served this food to-
night, if theyre working hard and obeying
the law, have just as much right as we do
to benefit from this new economy. That’s
what we think. And so we think we ought
to raise the minimum wage; they don’t. We
think we also ought to have a tax cut for
working people that have modest wages with
children at home. We think that we ought
to pass the Patients” Bill of Rights, and they
don’t. We think we ought to have a Medi-
care-based, broad-based prescription pro-
gram for seniors so that people can get medi-
cine that can’t afford it today, and they don’t.

If we were creating Medicare today, we’d
never create Medicare without a drug pro-
gram today. It was a doctor-and-hospital pro-
gram in 1965 because that’s what medicine
was. Now anybody that lives to be 65 years
old has got a life expectancy of 82. And if
they take care of themselves and they have
access to good health care, they could live
longer.

In a few days, we’ll have an announcement
that the human genome project is essentially
completed, its basic mapping. You will then
see in the next couple of years this breath-
taking explosion of discoveries about the pat-
tern and genes that make you more likely
to get certain kinds of cancer or Parkinson’s
or Alzheimer’s, or become overweight, or
have a heart attack, or whatever. Youll see
all this stuff. And you will begin to see kind
of individualized plans develop for little ba-
bies when the mothers bring them home
from the hospital that will change the whole
landscape of health care. And it wouldn’t sur-
prise me a bit to see children being born
within the next 10 years in our country and
other developed countries that are being
born with a life expectancy of 90 years. That
is going to change everything.



1456

So if you're going to live that long, it seems
to me that the society’s obligation is for peo-
ple not only to live as long but to live as
well as possible. One thing the Congress did
on the bipartisan fashion—and I applaud ev-
erybody who did, including the Republicans,
and take the earnings limit off Social Secu-
rity. We need to do that. You can’t have—
if a huge percentage of your population is
over 65 and a bunch of them are healthy as
can be and they want to work, you don’t want
to have an economic incentive for them not
to work when youre going to have a ratio
of people on Social Security to not—of only
two to one.

So we have to think of all these things.
Now, why am I for Al Gore for President?
Not just on all these issues. I could go
through—let me just talk about crime a
minute. I want to talk about crime. I want
to talk about welfare. We got a bipartisan
welfare reform bill through, but I had to veto
two bills. Why? Because I agreed with the
Republicans that people who were able-bod-
ied on welfare who could work should work,
but what I did not agree with is that we
should abandon the national guarantee of
health care and nutrition to their children.

So we finally got a bill. And I said, we’ve
got work requirements in here. This is not
going to be a disincentive. But we've got to
take care of these children. So I vetoed two
bills, and we finally got one we agreed on.
I signed it, and they were saying, “Well,
maybe it was too weak.” All T know is, since
I became President, we've got the lowest
welfare rolls in 32 years, and they're less than
half the size they were in "93.

On the crime bill, the first time I ever did
an event with Ed Rendell when he was mayor
was on an anti—drug, anti-crime, anti-gang
event. Ed and I were so dumb, we didn’t
know crime was a Republican issue; we
thought it was an American issue. [Laughter]
All this idea that it’s a Republican issue is
like that’'s what's the matter with Wash-
ington; it’s all about words and stuff instead
of what are you really producing.

So we had a crime program: put more cops
in the streets, do more things to keep kids
off the street and out of trouble, and take
steps to get guns out of the hands of criminals
and kids. It wasn’t rocket science. Yes, the
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improving economy helped the crime rate.
Yes, the aging population in some places
helped the crime rate. Yes, the sort of waning
of the crack epidemic helped the crime rate.
But put more police on the streets, giving
the kids something positive to do, and doing
more to take guns out of the hands of crimi-
nals and children also had something to do
with it.

Now, I realize that it was a political risk.
We lost a dozen Members of our caucus in
the 94 election because they had the guts
to vote for the Brady bill and the assault
weapons ban, because the NRA convinced
people we were going to come and take their
guns away. A dozen gave up their careers
so that your kids could be safer. And these
people are still talking about—mow they say
if Governor Bush wins, they’ll have an office
in the White House. And figuratively, they
will, because they've made their commit-
ments, and they’ll have to honor them.

But look here, not a single hunter has
missed a day in the deer woods because of
the Brady bill or the assault weapons ban.
[Laughter] And when we banned those cop-
killer bullets, they still haven’t found the first
deer wearing a Kevlar vest. [Laughter] 1
mean, there are no problems here. What is
the deal here? I mean, what is this about?
I mean, I can say it. One of the reasons that
they dislike me so intensely is that I grew
up in one of the all-time hunting cultures
of the world.

But this is crazy. You can’t have a society
where you take no sensible steps to keep
criminals and little children from having ac-
cess to guns. So the Brady bill has kept a
half million felons, fugitives, and stalkers
from getting guns. We've got a 35-year low
on gun crime.

So what do we want to do? Well, we want
to close the gun show loophole. That means
if somebody goes to a gun show, we think
we ought to do a background check. We want
child trigger locks on the guns. We want not
to import large capacity ammunition clips
which can be used by people in America to
get around the assault weapons ban.

Now, there is still not anybody going to
miss a day in the deer woods. All this rhetoric
about gun control is crazy. You know, in
America, we have a constitutional right to
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travel, too. The Supreme Court says there
is a constitutional right to travel. But if you
leave here and you get in your car and you
go home, youll have seatbelts; you'll have
a speed limit. If you've got a little baby, you'd
have a child restraint law. And you don’t ever
hear anybody griping about car control, do
you? Car control, it’s a threat to the constitu-
tional rights of travel. [Laughter] Car control
is if I come get your car and put it in my
garage. [Laughter] Otherwise, it's highway
safety.

So there is a big difference between our
two parties in this. And I think it’s a huge
issue. I'm glad we've got a lower crime rate,
but this country is nowhere near as safe as
it needs to be. And I don’t think we ought
to quit until we’re the safest big country in
the world. Just like I don’t think we ought
to quit paying down the debt until we’re out
of debt. And these are big ideas. You get the
drift here. And we’re different on these
issues.

So the last thing I want to say is, I hope
this election will be an honest, open debate
where we posit the fact that the candidates
for President and Senate and Congress are
basically honorable people who intend to
keep their commitments and talk about their
differences and have an honest debate. I
think if we do that, I think Al Gore will be
elected President. I think that all these great
candidates we've got in California, we’ve got
a chance to pick up several House seats here.
I think we’ll win all of the ones we've got
a chance to win because theyre good can-
didates and because the voters will agree
with us, because we've got a record that
proves that in the areas where we're different
we've gotten results, and because we've got
new ideas.

And I just want to say one word about the
Vice President. I think I probably know him
better than anybody outside his family now.
There are three reasons that I'd be for him
if he weren’t my Vice President, and I didn’t
feel obligated in a profound and wonderful
sense. One is, I agree with the economic pol-
icy he’s articulated. I don’t think we ought
to risk giving away the whole projected sur-
plus on tax cuts and long-term spending com-
mitments. I think it'’s a risky strategy, and
it’s not worth it, and you wouldn’t run your
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family business that way, and you wouldn't
run your business that way. And we shouldn’t
run our Government that way. We worked
a long time to turn this thing around, and
we don’t want to just squander it again.

Number two, I think he’ll work harder to
extend the benefits of this prosperity to peo-
ple in places that aren’t part of it now, and
to help average families balance work and
child rearing, open the doors of college to
everybody.

Number three, I think he understands the
future. This is a big deal. Al Gore was talking
about global warming before most people
even knew the two words went together. I'm
talking years and years and years ago he was
talking about it. Now, even the major oil
companies admit that it’s real. The first time
we ever had lunch together he showed me
this chart he’s got about greenhouse gas
emissions into the atmosphere and how
much they've gone up. And in the 8 years
we’ve been here in the White House, 7 of
them were 7 of the 10 hottest years recorded
since 1400.

Al Gore was talking about the Internet be-
fore other people in Congress. He’s been
falsely accused of claiming he created it.
That’s not true. That’s like another one of
those bum raps. Once somebody says some-
thing in the press, they just keep on playing
it. It doesn’t matter if it's not true anymore;
it sort of acquires it.

What he said was that he introduced legis-
lation which helped to create it, and it did
create it as a phenomenon that went beyond
a small private government research project.
Do you know how many sites there were on
the World Wide Web when I became Presi-
dent? Fifty. How many are there now, every-
one? Fifty million? Fifty, and now 50 million.
He understood that.

He understands that there is all these fab-
ulous possibilities to close the digital divide
and to do things that we haven’t even imag-
ined, but we also are going to have to work
hard to protect our old-fashioned values. For
example, if all of our health records and all
of our financial records are on somebody’s
computer somewhere, I think that you ought
to have some privacy protection. And there
are some things I don’t think other people
ought to be able to get unless you say okay.
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And somebody that understands all the com-
peting the considerations, it would be a good
thing to have a President that understood
that.

So I think his economic policy is right. I
think he’ll do more to try to help everybody
benefit from the things that are going on.
And T think he really understands the future.
And I think that’s what you want.

So what I'd like to ask you to do is to go
out and tell people who want to know why
you came here tonight—mnot to hear me tell
Irish jokes—that, well, California is a better
place than it was 8 years ago. They had some
ideas, and they turned out to be pretty good,
that you agree with Gore’s economic policy
and you think we ought to spread the benefits
to more people and build one American com-
munity. And you want somebody who under-
stands the future and can lead us there.

And on the critical issues, there really are
differences between the parties, and it’s im-
portant that they be clarified and uplifted.
But if the people believe that this election
is about whether we can build the future of
our dreams for our children, we’ll be just
fine.

Thank you.

NoOTE: The President spoke at 8:37 p.m. in Dining
Room B at Mr. A’s Restaurant. In his remarks,
he referred to dinner hosts Mike and Carol
Thorsness; Edward G. Rendell, general chair,
Democratic National Committee; Bertrand Hug,
owner, Mr. A’s Restaurant; and Gov. George W.
Bush of Texas. A tape was not available for
verification of the content of these remarks.

Remarks to the United States
Olympic Training Center
Community in Chula Vista,
California

June 23, 2000

Thank you very much. Thank you, Deena,
for the wonderful introduction and for the
way you represent our country—and for the
little local reference to Arkansas, I liked that.
[Laughter]

Thank you, Bill Hybl, for the work you do
with the Olympic Committee. And I want
to say a special word of thanks to Pat
Milkovich for the wonderful tour of the train-
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ing center today. We had a great time, and
I thank you so much.

I want to thank Representative Bob Filner,
the Congressman from this district for being
with me today and for his support. Someone
just thanked him on the way for being against
having all that cargo noise coming over here
and interrupting your training center. So, I
figure he’ll take a lot of heat for that position.
So, somebody who likes it might as well clap.
[Laughter]

I want to thank the Venita Vista High
School Marching Band for playing; let’s give
them a hand, they're great. [Applause] Some
of their members have been selected to per-
form at the opening ceremonies in Sydney,
and I know they’ll have a good time. I'd like
to thank Mayor Morton from Chula Vista and
the Chula Vista council members who are
here and the county officials who are here.
And Representative Susan Davis, the can-
didate for Congress. Thank you for coming.
I'm glad to see all of you here.

Most of all, I'd like to thank the athletes
and the coaches and the trainers that gave
me a tour around this magnificent facility
today. I had a great time. And I realize that
most of these things I can’t do anymore—
[laughter]—but I really had a great time.

Deena talked about perseverance and hard
work, but I want to tell you a little something
about her. She was too humble to mention
her own experience with cross country cham-
pionships in Portugal this year. About 100
yards into the race her throat closed up, and
she couldn’t breathe. After 5 kilometers, she
blacked out and fell. It turned out a bee had
flown into her mouth and stung her in the
throat.

But she got up and kept going, and thanks
to her, the women’s team still left Portugal
with a medal. She gave new meaning to the
term “making a beeline.” Give her a hand,
she was great. [Applause]

One of the real highlights of our White
House years for Hillary, Chelsea, and me has
been the chance to be a part of the Olympic
experience, cheering on our teams from
Lillehammer to Atlanta to Nagano and now
to Sydney, where at least I know my daughter
is going. My wife is in a competition of her
own, and I am informed that my services may
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be needed elsewhere; but our daughter in-
formed us that she would be in Sydney to
cheer the teams on.

I am so glad to have this chance to see
all the work that you're doing to prepare for
the games here. You know, just moments be-
fore he won one of his gold medals, the leg-
endary Jesse Owens said, “a lifetime of train-
ing for just 10 seconds.” In the magic of the
Olympic moment, it may be easy for those
of us who aren’t part of it, except as spec-
tators, to lose sight of all that had to be done
before. The years and years of getting up be-
fore the Sun, the time away from your loved
ones, the hard work, the sacrifice, and some-
thing that’s often overlooked—the pain.

So on behalf of all the people of this coun-
try. I'd like to just say more than anything
else, I wanted to come here to say to these
team members and those who want to make
the Olympic teams, we appreciate you; we
thank you; and we are very, very proud of
you.

I have thought a lot, especially in the
Olympic season, about why the Olympics
mean so much to people all over the world,
and especially why the American people get
so completely caught up in them, why they
capture our imagination and our hearts. Ob-
viously, we love athletics. And we are highly
competitive people, as that little in-your-face
rap that Deena gave us showed about the
American team.

But I think there’s even more to it than
the love of competition and athletics. I think
people like the Olympics, in large measure,
because the Olympics work pretty much the
way we think life ought to work; the way we
think the world ought to work: everybody
gets an opportunity to play—and regardless
of race or station in life—and increasingly,
thank goodness, regardless of gender. People
are valued based on their performance and
their effort, not their posturing. People get
a chance to do their best, and also to bring
out the best in one another. And everybody,
including those that don’t win medals, is bet-
ter off for having tried, in giving his or her
best. You win by playing by the rules and
by doing it well.

I think we like the Olympics because we
all think the world ought to work that way.
And we know if other forms of human en-
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deavor worked that way, we’d be better off.
One of the reasons I ran for President 8 years
ago is that I thought that Washington ought
to work more like that. I thought it ought
to be more about production and less about
posturing. And it’s tough for people in poli-
tics, because they know that if they produce,
they may not get on the evening news. But
if they posture, they can get there.

And so I hope part of what will happen
in this, is that the Olympic spirit will catch
up in Washington and will actually produce
some things: medicine for our seniors on
Medicare and a Patients’ Bill of Rights and
an increase in the minimum wage; a lot of
other things we could be doing that we could
actually reach agreement on across party
lines, even though it may cost everybody a
few seconds on the evening news.

The rules of the game there are too often,
I've got an idea; you've got an idea; let’s fight
[Laughter] And you give us all a good sober
reminder that in the end, when it’s all said
and done, we're gong to be judged not by
what we said but by what we’ve done. And
I thank you for that.

Now, let me just say, this day is special
for a lot of reasons. It’s Olympic Day: on this
day more than 100 years ago, the modern
Olympic games were founded. It was also
100 years ago this summer that women were
first allowed to compete in the Olympic
games, and they did, all 11 of them. [Laugh-
ter] This year more than 4,000 women will
compete in the Olympic games—the largest
number ever.

Let me say a couple of other things about
this day. On this day 60 years ago one of
the greatest Olympians of all time was born:
Wilma Rudolph. She won her first medal the
last time the Olympics were held in Australia,
in 1956. And finally, today is special because
it’s also on this day 28 years ago that Title
IX became the law of the land.

Now, it’s interesting that all this stuff hap-
pened on this day. But Title IX has really
enabled America to live up to the Olympic
spirit to give everybody a chance, to give ev-
erybody a chance to play by the rules, every-
body a chance to live up to his and her God-
given abilities.

Before Title IX, there were 300,000 girls
in high school sports. Today, there are more
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than 2 million. It’s not a coincidence that in
Atlanta, the first generation of women to
grow up under Title IX—literally to have
their whole lives in Title IX—went on to win
the gold medal in soccer, the gold medal in
softball, the gold medal in gymnastics, and
the gold medal in basketball. It works.

Believe it or not, I found out not long ago
that Title IX’s requirement for equal oppor-
tunity in sports and in education does not
apply to the education and training programs
run by the Federal Government itself. So on
this anniversary of Title IX, I am actually
signing an Executive order that applies Title
IX to the Federal Government’s programs
and prohibits discrimination of any kind in
federally conducted education and training
programs.

Let me just say one other thing about the
importance of broadening opportunities
here. I would like to ask all of you who are
presently athletes or who have been or who
are otherwise involved in this Olympic move-
ment to continue to share your gifts, not only
on the field of competition but in the playing
field of life, and especially with our young
people—and with those whose job it is to
raise them well.

Let me just give you one example of some-
thing that really concerns me. Over the last
20 years, too many of our schools have aban-
doned their music, their arts, and their psy-
chical education programs. You may have no-
ticed that last week I went to New York City
to be on the “Today Show” to talk about the
VH1 music and school program, where they
worked so hard to get instruments back into
schools so schools can start their school
music programs again.

There is so much evidence that a lot of
young people learn better if they have access
early to music and arts programs. But it’s also
really troubling to me that so many schools
have just completely abandoned physical
education programs for all kids, while main-
taining team sports.

Now, a lot of the athletes behind me may
be going to the Olympics in sports for which
there was no competition in their schools.
And they wouldn’t necessarily have been
football or basketball players, or even soccer
players, if their schools had competitive soc-
cer.
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Listen to this. The percentage of high
school students in daily physical education
has declined more than 30 percent in the
last 10 years. Today, fewer than one in three
students are enrolled in phys-ed every day.
Meanwhile, the percentage of young people
who are overweight has doubled in the same
time period. The two things are closely re-
lated. And we know that it has an effect on
learning, on self-image, on self-esteem, on
a sense of what you can do.

Today I'm directing our Secretary of Edu-
cation, Dick Riley, and Donna Shalala, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services, to
work with the U.S. Olympic Committee, our
physical fitness council, and others to try to
find ways to encourage more young people
to get fit and stay fit. And I'm asking Con-
gress to establish a foundation that will lever-
age the energy, creativity, and resources of
the private sector in furthering the mission
of the President’s Council on Physical Fit-
ness, to help every young people in America
to live an active, safe, and healthy life.

I hope you'll help us do that. We need
to remember that not every 6- or 8- or 10-
year-old can be on the football team or on
a basketball team, or even on a soccer team,
and all of our kids need access to healthy
lifestyles, good exercise, and basic good ath-
letic habits. We need your help in achieving
that goal.

Finally, let me say I'd give anything to be
in Sydney. I thank you for your dedication,
your courage, for reaching deep inside, for
giving your heart and soul to this. And I want
you to win all the medals you can, just like
Deena said. But I want you to realize that
by what you have accomplished already, and
by the way you have done it, you have already
made your country very proud.

You carry more than our flag to Sydney.
You carry the spirit of our country, our hopes,
our dreams, our prayers. And all of us will
be with you all the way.

Thank you, and God bless you.

NoTE: The President spoke at 10:55 a.m. on the
terrace at the U.S. Olympic Training Center Visi-
tors Center. In his remarks, he referred to athlete
Deena Drossin, who introduced the President;
Bill Hybil, president, U.S. Olympic Committee:
Pat Milkovich, director, U.S. Olympic Training
Center; Mayor Shirley A. Horton of Chula Vista;
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State Assemblywoman Susan Davis, a candidate
for California’s 49th Congressional District. The
President also referred to Title IX—Prohibition
of Sex Discrimination, part of Public Law 92-318,
the Education Amendments of 1972.

Executive Order 13160—
Nondiscrimination on the Basis of
Race, Sex, Color, National Origin,
Disability, Religion, Age, Sexual
Orientation, and Status as a Parent in
Federally Conducted Education and
Training Programs

June 23, 2000

By the authority vested in me as President
by the Constitution and the laws of the
United States of America, including sections
921-932 of title 20, United States Code; sec-
tion 2164 of title 10, United States Code; sec-
tion 2001 et seq., of title 25, United States
Code; section 7301 of title 5, United States
Code; and section 301 of title 3, United
States Code, and to achieve equal oppor-
tunity in Federally conducted education and
training programs and activities, it is hereby
ordered as follows:

Section 1. Statement of policy on edu-
cation programs and activities conducted by
executive departments and agencies.

1-101. The Federal Government must
hold itself to at least the same principles of
nondiscrimination in educational opportuni-
ties as it applies to the education programs
and activities of State and local governments,
and to private institutions receiving Federal
financial assistance. Existing laws and regula-
tions prohibit certain forms of discrimination
in Federally conducted education and train-
ing programs and activities—including dis-
crimination against people with disabilities,
prohibited by the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
29 U.S.C. 701 et seq., as amended, employ-
ment discrimination on the basis of race,
color, national origin, sex, or religion, prohib-
ited by Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000e-17, as amended, dis-
crimination on the basis of race, color, na-
tional origin, or religion in educational pro-
grams receiving Federal assistance, under
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42
U.S.C. 2000d, and sex-based discrimination
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in education programs receiving Federal as-
sistance under Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, 20 U.S.C. 1681 et seq.
Through this Executive Order, discrimina-
tion on the basis of race, sex, color, national
origin, disability, religion, age, sexual orienta-
tion, and status as a parent will be prohibited
in Federally conducted education and train-
ing programs and activities.

1-102. No individual, on the basis of race,
sex, color, national origin, disability, religion,
age, sexual orientation, or status as a parent,
shall be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination in, a Federally conducted
education or training program or activity.

Sec. 2. Definitions.

2-201. “Federally conducted education
and training programs and activities” in-
cludes programs and activities conducted,
operated, or undertaken by an executive de-
partment or agency.

2-202. “Education and training programs
and activities” include, but are not limited
to, formal schools, extracurricular activities,
academic programs, occupational training,
scholarships and fellowships, student intern-
ships, training for industry members, sum-
mer enrichment camps, and teacher training
programs.

2-203. The Attorney General is authorized
to make a final determination as to whether
a program falls within the scope of education
and training programs and activities covered
by this order, under subsection 2-202, or is
excluded from coverage, under section 3.

2-204. “Military education or training pro-
grams” are those education and training pro-
grams conducted by the Department of De-
fense or, where the Coast Guard is con-
cerned, the Department of Transportation,
for the primary purpose of educating or
training members of the armed forces or
meeting a statutory requirement to educate
or train Federal, State, or local civilian law
enforcement officials pursuant to 10 U.S.C.
Chapter 18.

2-205. “Armed Forces” means the Armed
Forces of the United States.

2-206. “Status as a parent” refers to the
status of an individual who, with respect to
an individual who is under the age of 18 or
who is 18 or older but is incapable of self-
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care because of a physical or mental dis-
ability, is:
(a) a biological parent;
(b) an adoptive parent;
(c) afoster parent;
(d) astepparent;
(e) a custodian of a legal ward,;
(f) in loco parentis over such an indi-
vidual; or
(g) actively seeking legal custody or adop-
tion of such an individual.

Sec. 3. Exemption from coverage.

3-301. This order does not apply to mem-
bers of the armed forces, military education
or training programs, or authorized intel-
ligence activities. Members of the armed
forces, including students at military
academies, will continue to be covered by
regulations that currently bar specified forms
of discrimination that are now enforced by
the Department of Defense and the indi-
vidual service branches. The Department of
Defense shall develop procedures to protect
the rights of and to provide redress to civil-
ians not otherwise protected by existing Fed-
eral law from discrimination on the basis of
race, sex, color, national origin, disability, re-
ligion, age, sexual orientation, or status as a
parent and who participate in military edu-
cation or training programs or activities con-
ducted by the Department of Defense.

3-302. This order does not apply to, affect,
interfere with, or modify the operation of any
otherwise lawful affirmative action plan or
program.

3-303. An individual shall not be deemed
subjected to discrimination by reason of his
or her exclusion from the benefits of a pro-
gram established consistent with federal law
or limited by Federal law to individuals of
a particular race, sex, color, disability, na-
tional origin, age, religion, sexual orientation,
or status as a parent different from his or
her own.

3-304. This order does not apply to cere-
monial or similar education or training pro-
grams or activities of schools conducted by
the Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, that are culturally relevant to
the children represented in the school. “Cul-
turally relevant” refers to any class, program,
or activity that is fundamental to a tribe’s cul-
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ture, customs, traditions, heritage, or reli-
gion.

3-305. This order does not apply to (a)
selections based on national origin of foreign
nationals to participate in covered education
or training programs, if such programs pri-
marily concern national security or foreign
policy matters; or (b) selections or other deci-
sions regarding participation in covered edu-
cation or training programs made by entities
outside the executive branch. It shall be the
policy of the executive branch that education
or training programs or activities shall not
be available to entities that select persons for
participation in violation of Federal or State
law.

3-306. The prohibition on discrimination
on the basis of age provided in this order
does not apply to age-based admissions of
participants to education or training pro-
grams, if such programs have traditionally
been age-specific or must be age-limited for
reasons related to health or national security.

Sec. 4. Administrative enforcement.

4-401. Any person who believes himself
or herself to be aggrieved by a violation of
this order or its implementing regulations,
rules, policies, or guidance may, personally
or through a representative, file a written
complaint with the agency that such person
believes is in violation of this order or its im-
plementing regulations, rules, policies, or
guidance. Pursuant to procedures to be es-
tablished by the Attorney General, each ex-
ecutive department or agency shall conduct
an investigation of any complaint by one of
its employees alleging a violation of this
Executive Order.

4-402. (a) If the office within an executive
department or agency that is designated to
investigate complaints for violations of this
order or its implementing rules, regulations,
policies, or guidance concludes that an em-
ployee has not complied with this order or
any of its implementing rules, regulations,
policies, or guidance, such office shall com-
plete a report and refer a copy of the report
and any relevant findings or supporting evi-
dence to an appropriate agency official. The
appropriate agency official shall review such
material and determine what, if any, discipli-
nary action is appropriate.
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(b) In addition, the designated inves-
tigating office may provide appropriate agen-
cy officials with a recommendation for any
corrective and/or remedial action. The ap-
propriate officials shall consider such rec-
ommendation and implement corrective and/
or remedial action by the agency, when ap-
propriate. Nothing in this order authorizes
monetary relief to the complainant as a form
of remedial or corrective action by an execu-
tive department or agency.

4-403. Any action to discipline an em-
ployee who violates this order or its imple-
menting rules, regulations, policies, or guid-
ance, including removal from employment,
where appropriate, shall be taken in compli-
ance with otherwise applicable procedures,
including the Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, Public Law No. 95454, 92 Stat. 1111.

Sec. 5. Implementation and Agency Re-
sponsibilities.

5-501. The Attorney General shall publish
in the Federal Register such rules, regula-
tions, policies, or guidance, as the Attorney
General deems appropriate, to be followed
by all executive departments and agencies.
The Attorney General shall address:

a. which programs and activities fall
within the scope of education and
training programs and activities cov-
ered by this order, under subsection
2-202, or excluded from coverage,
under section 3 of this order;

b. examples of discriminatory conduct;

c. applicable legal principles;

d. enforcement procedures with respect
to complaints against employees;

e. remedies;

f. requirements for agency annual and
tri-annual reports as set forth in sec-
tion 6 of this order; and

g. such other matters as deemed appro-
priate.

5-502. Within 90 days of the publication
of final rules, regulations, policies, or guid-
ance by the Attorney General, each executive
department and agency shall establish a pro-
cedure to receive and address complaints re-
garding its Federally conducted education
and training programs and activities. Each
executive department and agency shall take
all necessary steps to effectuate any subse-
quent rules, regulations, policies, or guidance
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issued by the Attorney General within 90
days of issuance.

5-503. The head of each executive depart-
ment and agency shall be responsible for en-
suring compliance within this order.

5-504. Each executive department and
agency shall cooperate with the Attorney
General and provide such information and
assistance as the Attorney General may re-
quire in the performance of the Attorney
General’s functions under this order.

5-505. Upon request and to the extent
practicable, the Attorney General shall pro-
vide technical advice and assistance to execu-
tive departments and agencies to assist in full
compliance with this order.

Sec. 6. Reporting Requirements.

6-601. Consistent with the regulations,
rules, policies, or guidance issued by the At-
torney General, each executive department
and agency shall submit to the Attorney Gen-
eral a report that summarizes the number
and nature of complaints filed with the agen-
cy and the disposition of such complaints.
For the first 3 years after the date of this
order, such reports shall be submitted annu-
ally within 90 days of the end of the pre-
ceding year’s activities. Subsequent reports
shall be submitted every 3 years and within
90 days of the end of each 3-year period.

Sec. 7. General Provisions.

7-701. Nothing in this order shall limit the
authority of the Attorney General to provide
for the coordinated enforcement of non-
discrimination requirements in Federal as-
sistance programs under Executive Order
12250.

Sec. 8. Judicial Review.

8-801. This order is not intended, and
should not be construed, to create any right
or benefit, substantive or procedural, en-
forceable at law by a party against the United
States, its agencies, its officers, or its employ-
ees. This order is not intended, however, to
preclude judicial review of final decisions in
accordance with the Administrative Proce-
dure Act, 5 U.S.C. 701, et seq.

William J. Clinton
The White House,
June 23, 2000.

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
12:47 p.m., June 26, 2000]
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NotE: This Executive order will be published in
the Federal Register on June 27.

Memorandum on Enhancing Efforts
To Promote the Health of Our Young
People Through Physical Activity and
Participation in Sports

June 23, 2000

Memorandum for the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, the Secretary of
Education

Subject: Enhancing Efforts to Promote the
Health of Our Young People Through
Physical Activity and Participation in Sports

Physical activity and participation in sports
are central to the overall health and well-
being of children and adults. Adolescence is
an especially important time to establish the
habit of participation in daily physical activ-
ity. Sports and physical activity can introduce
young people to skills such as teamwork, self-
discipline, and sportsmanship. Lack of rec-
reational activity, on the other hand, may
contribute to making young people more vul-
nerable to gangs, drugs, or violence. Studies
consistently show that adolescents who en-
gage in regular physical activity have higher
self-esteem and lower anxiety and stress. Un-
fortunately, daily enrollment in high school
physical education classes dropped from 42
percent to 29 percent between 1991 and
1999 and about 14 percent of young people
ages 12-21 report no recent physical activity
at all. Over the past 30 years, the percentage
of young people who are overweight has
more than doubled.

The extent of this problem should not be
underestimated. Last year, for example, the
United States spent over $68 billion, or 6 per-
cent of the Nation’s health care expenditures,
on direct health care costs related to obesity.
According to the landmark 1996 Surgeon
General’s Report on Physical Activity and
Health, inactivity and poor diet contribute
to nearly 300,000 deaths in the United States
annually. In conjunction with the recent Na-
tional Nutrition Summit hosted by my Ad-

June 23 / Administration of William J. Clinton, 2000

ministration—the first in over three dec-
ades—I released revised Dietary Guidelines
for Americans, including a new guideline rec-
ommending regular physical activity.

My Administration has an ongoing multi-
pronged effort to promote physical activity
and fitness. The President’s Council on Phys-
ical Fitness and Sports Participation con-
tinues to play an important role in promoting
physical fitness and sports participation na-
tionwide. A key part of the Council’s work
is the President’s Challenge Youth Physical
Fitness Awards Program, which offers
awards for participation and excellence in a
set of physical fitness assessments to encour-
age 2.9 million students to improve and
maintain physical fitness. The Department of
Health and Human Services’ National Youth
Sports Program collaborates with partici-
pating colleges to provide summer sports
programs in college environments to youth
living in areas of urban and rural poverty.
Currently, over 70,000 children at over 200
colleges and universities through this pro-
gram can improve their physical fitness and
health habits while becoming acquainted
with post-secondary educational opportuni-
ties.

The Department of Education also pro-
motes physical activity and health in schools.
My Elementary and Secondary Education
Act reauthorization proposal includes “Life-
long Physical Activity” discretionary grants as
part of the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Act. Building on current dem-
onstration projects by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, this initiative would authorize
funding for sites to implement programs that
promote lifelong physical activity and health
awareness during and after school by linking
physical education with health education.

These efforts, and many similar public and
private initiatives around the country, are en-
couraging. We must now build on this
groundwork by developing additional strate-
gies for promoting physical fitness and par-
ticipation in sports, which are essential to im-
proving individual and community health.
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Therefore, I direct you to identify and re-
port back to me within 90 days on strategies
to promote better health for our Nation’s
youth through physical activity and fitness,
including:

1. Promoting the renewal of physical
education in our schools, as well as
the expansion of after-school pro-
grams that offer physical activities and
sports in addition to enhanced aca-
demics and cultural activities;

2. Encouraging participation by private
sector partners in raising the level of
physical activity and fitness among
our youth; and

3. Promoting greater coordination of ex-
isting public and private resources
that encourages physical activity and
sports.

In developing these strategies, you shall
work with the U.S. Olympic Committee, and
other private and nongovernmental sports or-
ganizations, as appropriate.

By identifying effective new steps and
strengthening public-private partnerships,
we will advance our efforts to prepare the
Nation’s young people for lifelong physical
fitness.

William J. Clinton

NOTE: An original was not availble for verification
of the content of this memorandum.

Statement on House of
Representatives Action on the
Tobacco Settlement Lawsuit

June 23, 2000

I am pleased today that the House of Rep-
resentatives voted decisively to support the
interests of the American people over those
of the special interests. This action will help
support the Justice Department’s litigation to
recover billions of dollars in tobacco-related
health costs. I commend the bipartisan ef-
forts led by Representatives Waxman, Evans,
Meehan, Hansen, Ganske, and others who
worked tirelessly to ensure that justice is car-
ried out.
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Proclamation 7324—50th
Anniversary of the Korean War and

National Korean War Veterans
Armistice Day, 2000

June 23, 2000

By the President of the United States
of America

A Proclamation

Fifty years ago, on June 25, 1950, armed
forces from North Korea shattered the peace
in the Land of the Morning Calm as they
crossed the 38th Parallel and launched an
invasion of South Korea. The communist
forces advanced rapidly and, at the outset,
appeared close to easy victory. President
Truman, recognizing the threat to our South
Korean allies and their democracy, re-
sponded swiftly and decisively. Through the
United Nations Security Council, he mar-
shaled international opposition to the inva-
sion and, on June 27, 1950, committed the
first U.S. forces to combat in South Korea.

On some of the world’s harshest terrain,
through the scorching heat of summer and
the numbing cold of winter, American troops
fought with steely determination and uncom-
mon courage. As they gained ground, push-
ing the North Koreans back toward the 38th
parallel, American families began to hope
that our troops would be home by Christmas.
But in November, at the Yalu River in North
Korean territory, American forces encoun-
tered a new and daunting antagonist: Chi-
nese forces had joined their North Korean
allies, and the tide of battle turned once
again.

Through months of attack and counter-
attack, falling back and regaining ground,
U.S. troops and our allies refused to succumb
to enemy forces. The war dragged into a
bloody stalemate and long, bitter talks en-
sued. Finally, negotiators signed an armistice
agreement at Panmunjom on July 27, 1953.
North Korea withdrew across the 38th par-
allel, and the Republic of South Korea re-
gained its status as a free, democratic nation.
For the first time in history, a world organiza-
tion of nations had taken up arms to oppose
aggression and, thanks largely to the valor,
skill, and perseverance of almost 2,000,000
Americans, had succeeded.
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In later years, the Korean War would
sometimes be called “the Forgotten War.”
But we have not forgotten. We pay honor
to the courage of our veterans who fought
in Korea and to the thousands who died there
or whose fate is still unknown. We recall the
grief of their families and the gratitude of
the people of South Korea. We remember
that, in the Korean War, our soldiers’ brave
stand against communism laid the founda-
tions of peace and freedom that so many na-
tions enjoy today.

Over the next 3-'% years, Americans will
gather to observe the 50th anniversary of the
Korean War and honor our veterans. The
Secretary of Defense will help coordinate
many of these events and will develop com-
memorative and educational materials to
help inform the American public about our
veterans’ many contributions and sacrifices.

The Congress, by Public Law 106-195, has
authorized and requested the President to
issue a proclamation in observance of the
50th anniversary of the Korean War, and by
Public Law 104-19 (36 U.S.C. 127), the Con-
gress has designated July 27, 2000, as “Na-
tional Korean War Veterans Armistice Day”
and has authorized and requested the Presi-
dent to issue a proclamation in observance
of that day.

Now, Therefore, I, William J. Clinton,
President of the United States of America,
do hereby urge all Americans to observe the
50th Anniversary of the Korean War and do
hereby proclaim July 27, 2000, as National
Korean War Veterans Armistice Day. I call
upon all Americans to observe these periods
with appropriate ceremonies and activities
that honor and give thanks to our distin-
guished Korean War veterans. I also ask Fed-
eral departments and agencies and interested
groups, organizations, and individuals to fly
the flag of the United States at half-staff on
July 27, 2000, in memory of the Americans
who died as a result of their service in Korea.

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand this twenty-third day of June, in the
year of our Lord two thousand, and of the
Independence of the United States of Amer-
ica the two hundred and twenty-fourth.

William J. Clinton
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[Filed with the Office of the Federal Register,
12:47 p.m., June 26, 2000]

NOTE: This proclamation will be published in the
Federal Register on June 27.

Digest of Other
White House Announcements

The following list includes the President’s public
schedule and other items of general interest an-
nounced by the Office of the Press Secretary and
not included elsewhere in this issue.

June 17
In the morning, the President returned to
Washington, DC, from Chappaqua, NY.

June 19

In the morning, the President traveled to
Houston, TX, and in the afternoon, he trav-
eled to Austin, TX.

In the evening, the President returned to
Washington, DC.

The President announced his intention to
appoint LeRoy F. Saunders as a member of
the Committee for Purchase From People
Who Are Blind or Severely Disabled.

The President announced his intention to
appoint Joan Bennett Kennedy to the Presi-
dent’s Advisory Committee on the Arts of the
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing
Arts.

June 20

In the morning, the President met with
King Mohamed VI of Morocco in the Oval
Office, and then in the Cabinet Room.

In the afternoon, the President met with
the Dalai Lama in the National Security Ad-
viser’s Office concerning Tibet.

The President announced his intention to
appoint Carolyn Brackett as a member of the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

June 21

In the morning, the President and Hillary
Clinton traveled to Fayetteville, AR, and in
the afternoon, he returned to Washington,
DC.

The President announced his intention to
reappoint John A. Calhoun and Larry
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EchoHawk as members of the Coordinating
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

June 22

In the morning, the President traveled to
Phoenix, AZ, and in the afternoon, he trav-
eled to San Diego, CA.

The President announced his intention to
appoint Kathleen Waldron Gershman to the
President’s Advisory Committee on the Arts
of the John F. Kennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts.

The President announced his intention to
appoint Charles H. Cole to the Advisory
Committee to the Pension Benefit Guaranty
Corporation.

June 23

In the morning, the President traveled to
Chula Vista, CA, and in the afternoon, he
traveled to Los Angeles, CA.

The President announced his intention to
appoint Deidre A. Lee as a member of the
Federal Prison Industries Corporation.

The President declared a major disaster in
Wisconsin and ordered Federal aid to sup-
plement State and local recovery efforts in
the area struck by severe storms, tornadoes,
and flooding on May 26 and continuing.

Nominations
Submitted to the Senate

NoOTE: No nominations were submitted to the
Senate during the period covered by this issue.

Checklist
of White House Press Releases

The following list contains releases of the Office
of the Press Secretary that are neither printed as
items nor covered by entries in the Digest of
Other White House Announcements.
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Released June 19

Statement by the Press Secretary on the Su-
preme Court decision on the Massachusetts
law barring State business with companies
doing business with Burma

Released June 20

Statement by the Press Secretary: Meeting
With the Dalai Lama

Transcript of a press briefing by Press Sec-
retary Joe Lockhart
Released June 21

Statement by the Press Secretary on an initia-
tive to protect privacy on the Internet

Statement by the Press Secretary on new
safeguards for Internet users
Released June 22

Statement by the Press Secretary on the
Independent Counsel’s press release on the
travel office report

Released June 23

Announcement of nominations for the Supe-
rior Court of the District of Columbia

Acts Approved
by the President

Approved June 20

H.R. 1953 / Public Law 106-216

To authorize leases for terms not to exceed
99 years on land held in trust for the Torres
Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians and the
Guidiville Band of Pomo Indians of the
Guidiville Indian Rancheria

H.R. 2484 / Public Law 106-217

To provide that land which is owned by the
Lower Sioux Indian Community in the State
of Minnesota but which is not held in trust
by the United States for the Community may
be leased or transferred by the Community
without further approval by the United States
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H.R. 3639 / Public Law 106-218

To designate the Federal building located at
2201 C Street, Northwest, in the District of
Columbia, currently headquarters for the
Department of State, as the “Harry S Tru-
man Federal Building”

H.R. 4542 / Public Law 106-219
To designate the Washington Opera in
Washington, D.C., as the National Opera

S. 291 / Public Law 106-220
Carlsbad Irrigation Project Acquired Land
Transfer Act

S. 356 / Public Law 106-221
Wellton-Mohawk Transfer Act
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S. 777 / Public Law 106-222
Freedom to E-File Act

S. 2722 / Public Law 106223

To authorize the award of the Medal of
Honor to Ed W. Freeman, James K. Okubo,
and Andrew J. Smith

H.R. 2559 / Public Law 106-224
Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000

H.R. 3642 / Public Law 106-225

To authorize the President to award post-
humously a gold medal on behalf of the Con-
gress to Charles M. Schulz in recognition of
his lasting artistic contributions to the Nation
and the world, and for other purposes



